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CALIFORNIA INDIANS, 1957 


THURSDAY, MAY 2, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuBcOMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m. in room 1324, New House Office 
ae Hon. James A. Haley (chairman of the subcommittee) pre- 
siding. 

Mr. Harry. The committee will be in order. 

We have four bills before the subcommittee this morning. These 
four bills we have before us have a very interesting background. Ea: h 
is introduced by a distinguished Member of Congress from California. 

H. R. 2576 was introduced by Mr. Scudder, H. R. 2824 by Mr. Moss, 
H. R. 2838 by Mr. Sisk and H. R. 6364 by Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Scudder’s bill concerns 11 rancherias with 1,288 acres and 455 
persons; Mr. Moss’ affects 2 rancherias with 3,900 acres and 35 per- 
sons; Mr. Sisk’s involves 5 rancherias and 178 persons; Mr. Engle’s 
bill related to 10 rancherias with a total area of 1,773 acres and the 
combined population of 225. The total area involved in the 4 bills is 
3,860 acres with an Indian population of 893. 

Legislation that would terminate special responsibility for all 
Indian tribes and bands in California was introduced and considered, 
but not enacted, in both the 82d and 83d Congresses. During the past 
2 years the Bureau of Indian Affairs has carried on extensive consul- 
tations with selected Indian groups in California concerning the pos- 
sibility of terminating Federal supervision over them. These four 
bills are the results of these consultations. 

All of the bills give the Indians involved an opportunity to prepare 
a plan for distributing the assets they now hold in common or for 
selling these assets and dividine the proceeds. The plan is to be sub- 
mitted to the vote of the Indians who will participate in the distri- 

ution. 

No provision is made for any further action if a plan is not ap- 
proved. The bills also contain special provisions to protect Indian 
water rights and to authorize improvements in roads and in irrigation 
or domestic water systems that may be needed. 

These bills are in keeping with House Concurrent Resolution 108, 
83d Congress, which stated that: 

Whereas it is the policy of Congress, as rapidly as possible, to make the 
Indians within the territorial limits of the United States subject to the same 
laws and entitled to the same privileges and responsibilities as are applicable to 
other citizens of the United States, to end their status as wards of the United 


States, and to grant them all of the rights and prerogatives pertaining to Ameri- 
ean citizenship. 
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These bills encompass legislation somewhat similar to 6 public laws 
enacted in the 83d Congress and 3 public laws enacted during the 84th 
Congress. In each of these instances the legislation was enacted upon 
the request and with the consent of the respective tribal councils. 

I do not see any of the other authors present at the moment except 
Mr. Sisk, of California, who introduced H. R. 2838, and the Chair 
recognizes Mr. Sisk for an explanation of the bill. 

At this point in the record, I would like to make his bill, H. R. 2838, 
a part of the record. We will also insert at this point in the record 
H. R. 2576, introduced by Mr. Scudder, H. R. 2824, introduced by Mr. 
Moss, and H. R. 6364, introduced by Mr. Engle. 

(The bills referred to are as follows:) 


[H. R. 2576, 85th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To provide for the distribution of the land and assets of certain Indian rancherias 
and reservations in California, and for other purposes 


Be it enacied by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the lands, including minerals, water 
rights, and improvements located on the lands, and other assets of the following 
rancherias and reservations in the State of California shall be distributed in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act: Blue Lake, Elk Valley. Guidiville, 
Graton, Mark West, Pinoleville, Potter Valley, Redwood Valley, Rohnerville, 
Table Bluff, and Upper Lake. 

Sec. 2. (a) The Indians who hold formal or informal assignments on each 
reservation or rancheria, or the Indians of such reservation or rancheria, or the 
Secretary after consultation with such Indians, shall prepare a plan for dis- 
tributing to individual Indians the assets of the reservation or rancheria, includ- 
ing the assigned and the unassigned lands, or for selling such assets and dis- 
tributing the proceeds of sale, or for conveying such assets to a corporation or 
other legal entity organized or designated by the group, or for conveying such 
assets to the group as tenants in common. The Secretary shall provide such 
assistance to the Indians as is necessary to organize a corporation or other legal 
entity for the purposes of this Act. 

(b) General notice shall be given of the contents of a plan prepared pursuant 
to subsection (a) of this section and approved by the Secretary, and any Indian 
who feels that he is unfairly treated in the proposed distribution of the property 
shall be given an opportunity to present his views and arguments for the con- 
sideration of the Secretary. After such consideration, the plan or a revision 
thereof shall be submitted for the approval of the adult Indians who will par- 
ticipate in the distribution of the property, and if the plan is approved by a 
majority of such Indians who vote in a referendum called for that purpose 
by the Secretary the plan shall be carried out. 

(c) Any grantee under the provisions of this section shall receive an unre- 
stricted title to the property conveyed, and the conveyance shall be recorded in 
the appropriate county office. 

(d) No property distributed under the provisions of this Act shall at the 
time of distribution be subject to any Federal or State income tax. Following 
any distribution of property made under the provisions of this Act, such prop- 
erty and any income derived therefrom by the distributee shall be subject to the 
same taxes, State and Federal, as in the case of non-Indians: Provided, That 
for the purpose of capital gains or losses the base value of the property shall 
be the value of the property when distributed to the individual, corporation, or 
other legal entity. 

Sec. 3. Before making the conveyances authorized by this Act on any rancheria 
or reservation, the Secretary of the Interior is directed : 

(a) To cause surveys to be made of the exterior or interior boundaries of 
the lands to the extent that such surveys are necessary or appropriate for the 
conveyance of marketable and recordable titles to the lands. 

(b) To complete the construction or improvement of roads within the reser- 
vation or rancheria or that provide access to such reservation or rancheria in 
accordance with plans that will permit the transfer of the roads that are 
scheduled or to be scheduled for transfer to the State or local government. The 
Secretary is authorized to contract with the State of California or political sub- 
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divisions thereof for the construction or improvement of such roads and to 
expend under such contracts moneys appropriated by Congress for Indian road 
system. When such roads are transferred to the State or local government 
the Secretary is authorized to convey rights-of-way for such roads, including 
any improvements thereon. 

(ec) To install or rehabilitate such irrigation or domestic water systems as he 
and the Indians affected agree, within a reasonable time, should be completed 
by the United States. 

(d) To cancel all reimbursable indebtedness owing to the United States on 
account of unpaid construction, operation, and maintenance charges for water 
facilities on the reservation or rancheria. 

(e) To exchange any lands within the rancheria or reservation that are held 
by the United States for the use of Indians which the Secretary and the Indians 
affected agree should be exchanged before the termination of the Federal trust 
for non-Indian lands and improvements of approximately equal value. 

Sec. 4. Nothing in this Act shall abrogate any Indian water right. The laws 
of the State of California with respect to the loss of water rights by nonuse 
shall not apply until fifteen years after the conveyance pursuant to this Act of 
an unrestricted title to the water right and the land to which it is appurtenant, 
or until the title is conveyed to a non-Indian, whichever is the shorter period, and 
thereafter such State law shall be applicable. During the time such State law 
is not applicable, the Attorney General shall represent the Indian owner in all 
legal proceedings, including proceedings before administrative bodies, involving 
such water right, and in any necessary affirmative action to prevent adverse 
appropriation of water which would encroach upon the Indian water right. 

Sec. 5. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to convey without con- 
sideration to Indians who receive conveyances of land pursuant to this Act, or 
to a corporation or other legal entity organized by such Indians, or to a publie or 
nonprofit body, any federally owned property on the reservations or rancherias 
subject to this Act that is not needed for the administration of Indian affairs in 
California. 

Sec. 6. The Secretary of the Interior shall disburse to the Indians of the 
rancherias and reservations that are subject to this Act all funds of such Indians 
that are in the custody of the United States. 

Sec. 7. Nothing in this Act shall affect any claim filed before the Indian Claims 
Commission, or the right, if any, of the Indians subject to this Act to share in 
any judgment recovered against the United States on behalf of the Indians 
of California. 

Sec. 8. Before conveying or distributing property pursuant to this Act, the 
Secretary of the Interior shall protect the rights of individual Indians who are 
minors, non compos mentis, or in the opinion of the Secretary in need of assist- 
ance in conducting their affairs, by causing the appointment of guardians for 
such Indians in courts of competent jurisdiction, or by such other means as he 
may deem adequate. 

Sec. 9. The constitution and corporate charter adopted by the Upper Lake Pomo 
Indian Community, pursuant to the Act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 984), as 
amended, are hereby revoked. 

Sec. 10. Prior to the termination of the Federal trust relationship in accordance 
with the provisions of this Act, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to 
undertake, within the limits of available appropriations, a special program of 
education and training designed to help the Indians to earn a livelihood, to 
conduct their own affairs, and to assume their responsibilities as citizens without 
special services because of their status as Indians. Such program may include 
language training, orientation in non-Indian community customs and living 
standards, vocational training and related subjects, transportation to the plaee 
of training or instruction, and subsistence during the course of training or 
instruction. For the purposes of such program, the Secretary is authorized to 
enter into contracts or agreements with any Federal, State, or local governmental 
agency, corporation, association, or person. Nothing in this section shall pre- 
clude any Federal agency from undertaking any other program for the education 
and training of Indians with funds appropriated to it. 

Sec. 11. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to issue such rules and 
regulations and to execute or approve such conveyancing instruments as he deems 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 12. There are authorized to be appropriated such sums of money as are 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 
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[H. R. 2824, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the distribution of the land and assets of certain Indian rancherias 
and reservations in California, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the lands, including minerals, water 
rights, and improvements located on the lands, and other assets of the following 
rancherias and reservations in the State of California shall be distributed in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act: 

Strawberry Valley. 

Wilton. 

Sec. 2. (a) The Indians who hold formal or informal assignments on each 
reservation or rancheria, or the Indians of such reservation or rancheria, or 
the Secretary after consultation with such Indians, shall prepare a plan for 
distributing to individual Indians the assets of the reservation or rancheria, 
including the assigned and the unassigned lands, or for selling such assets and 
distributing the proceeds of sale, or for conveying such assets to a corporation or 
other legal entity organized or designated by the group, or for conveying such 
assets to the group as tenants in common. The Secretary shall provide such 
assistance to the Indians as is necessary to organize a corporation or other legal 
entity for the purposes of this Act. 

(b) General notice shall be given of the contents of a plan prepared pursuant 
to subsection (a) of this section and approved by the Secretary, and any 
Indian who feels that he is unfairly treated in the proposed ditsribution of 
the property shall be given an opportunity to present his views and arguments 
for the consideration of the Secretary. After such consideration, the plan or a 
revision shall be submited for the approval of the Indians who will participate 
in the distribution of the property, and if the plan is approved by a majority 
of such Indians who vote in a referendum called for that purpose by the Secretary, 
the plan shall be carried out. 

(c) Any grantee under the provisions of this section shall receive an un- 
restricted title to the property conveyed, and the conveyance shall be recorded 
in the appropriate county office. 

(d) No property distributed under the provisions of this Act shall at the 
time of distribution be subject to any Federal or State income tax. Following 
any distribution of property made under the provisions of this Act, such prop- 
erty and any income derived therefrom by the distributee shall be subject to 
the same taxes, State and Federal, as in the case of non-Inidans: Provided, That 
for the purpose of capital gains or losses the base value of the property shall be 
the value of the property when distributed to the individual, corporation, or 
other legal entity. 

Sec.3. Before making the conveyances authorized by this Act on any 
rancheria or reservation, the Secretary of the Interior is directed: 

(a) To cause surveys to be made of the exterior or interior boundaries of the 
lands to the extent that such surveys are necessary or appropriate for the con- 
veyance of marketable and recordable titles to the lands. 

(b) To complete the construction or improvement of roads within the reserva- 
tion or rancheria or that provide access to such reservation or rancheria in 
accordance with plans that will permit the transfer of the roads that are sched- 
uled or to be scheduled for transfer to the State or local government. The 
Secretary is authorized to contract with the State of California or political sub- 
divisions thereof for the construction or improvement of such roads and to ex- 
pend under such contracts moneys appropriated by Congress for the Indian 
road system. When such roads are transferred to the State or local government 
the Secretary is authorized to convey rights-of-way for such roads, including 
any improvements thereon. 

(ce) To install or rehabilitate such irrigation or domestic water systems as 
he and the Indians affected agree, within a reasonable time, should be completed 
by the United States. 

(d) To cancel all reimbursable indebtedness owing to the United States on 
account of unpaid construction, operation, and maintenance charges for water 
facilities on the reservation or rancheria. 

(e) To exchange any lands within the rancheria or reservation that are held 
by the United States for the use of Indians which the Secretary and the Indians 
affected agree should be exchanged before the termination of the Federal trust 
for non-Indian lands and improvements of approximately equal value. 

Sec. 4. Nothing in this Act shall abrogate any Indian water right. The 
laws of the State of California with respect to the loss of water rights by nonuse 
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shall not apply until 15 years after the conveyance pursuant to this Act of an 
unrestricted title to the water right and the land to which it is appurtenant, or 
until the title is conveyed to a non-Indian, whichever is the shorter period, and 
thereafter such State law shall be applicable. During the time such State 
law is not applicable the Attorney General shall represent the Indian owner in 
all legal proceedings, including proceedings before administrative bodies, in- 
volving such water right, and in any necessary affirmative action to prevent 
adverse appropriation of water which would encroach upon the Indian water 
right. 

Sec. 5. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to convey without con- 
sideration to Indians who receive conveyances of land pursuant to this Act, 
or to a corporation or other legal entity organized by such Indians, or to a 
public or nonprofit body, any federally owned property on the reservations or 
rancherias subject to this Act that is not needed for the administration of In- 
dian affairs in California. 

Sec. 6. The Secretary of the Interior shall disburse to the Indians of the 
rancherias and reservations that are subject to this Act all funds of such In- 
dians that are in the custody of the United States. 

Sec. 7. Nothing in this Act shall affect any claim filed before the Indian 
Claims Commission, or the right, if any, of the Indians subject to this Act to 
share in any judgment recovered against the United States on behalf of the 
Indians of California. 

Sec. 8. Before conveying or distributing property pursuant to this Act, the 
Secretary of the Interior shall protect the rights of individual Indians who are 
minors, non compos mentis, or in the opinion of the Secretary in need of assist- 
ance in conducting their affairs, by causing the appointment of guardians for 
such Indians in courts of competent jurisdiction, or by such other means as he 
may deem adequate. 

Sec. 9. The constitution adopted by the Me-Wuk Indian Community of the 
Wilton Rancheria pursuant to the Act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 984), as 
amended, is hereby revoked. 

Sec. 10. Prior to the termination of the Federal trust relationship in accord- 
ance with the provisions of this Act, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized 
to undertake, within the limits of available appropriations, a special program 
of education and training designed to help the Indians earn a livelihood, to con- 
duct their own affairs, and to assume their responsibilities as citizens without 
special services because of their status as Indians. Such program may include 
language training, orientation in non-Indian community customs and living 
standards, vocational training and related subjects, transportation to the place 
of training or instruction, and subsistence during the course of training or 
instruction. For the purposes of such program, the Secretary is authorized to 
enter into contracts or agreements with any Federal, State, or local govern- 
mental agency, corporation, association, or person. Nothing in this section shall 
preclude any Federal agency from undertaking any other program for the edu- 
cation and training of Indians with funds appropriated to it. 

Sec. 11. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to issue such rules and 
regulations and to execute or approve such conveyancing instruments as he 
deems necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 12. There are authorized to be appropriated such sums of money as are 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


[H. R. 2838, 85th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the distribution of the land and assets of certain Indian rancherias 
and reservations in California, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the lands, including minerals, water 
rights, and improvements located on the lands, and other assets of the following 
rancherias and reservations in the State of California shall be distributed in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act: Big Sandy (Auberry), Cold Springs 
(Sycamore), North Fork, Picayune, and Table Mountain. 

Sec. 2. (a) The Indians who hold formal or informal assignments on each 
reservation or rancheria, or the Indians of such reservation or rancheria, or the 
Secretary after consultation with such Indians, shall prepare a plan for distri- 
buting to individual Indians the assets of the reservation or rancheria, including 
the assigned and the unassigned lands, or for selling such assets and distributing 
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the proceeds of sale, or for conveying such assets to a corporation or other legal 
entity organized or designated by the group, or for conveying such assets to the 
group as tenants in common. The Secretary shall provide such assistance to 
the Indians as is necessary to organize a corporation or other legal entity for 
the purposes of this Act. 

(b) General notice shall be given of the contents of a plan prepared pursuant 
to subsection (a) of this section and approved by the Secretary, and any 
Indian who feels that he is unfairly treated in the proposed distribution of the 
property shall be given an opportunity to present his views and arguments 
for the consideration of the Secretary. After such consideration, the plan 
or a revision thereof shall be submitted for the approval of the Indians who 
will participate in the distribution of the property, and if the plan is approved 
by a majority of such Indians who vote in a referendum called for that pur- 
pose by the Secretary the plan shall be carried out. 

(c) Any grantee under the provisions of this section shall receive an un- 
restricted title to the property conveyed, and the conveyance shall be recorded in 
the appropriate county office. 

(d) No property distributed under the provisions of this act shall at the time 
of distribution be subject to any Federal or State income tax. Following any 
distribution of property made under the provisions of this Act, such property 
and any income derived threfrom by the distributee shall be subject to the 
same taxes, State and Federal, as in the case of non-Indians: Provided, That 
for the purpose of capital gains or losses the base value of the property shall 
be the value of the property when distributed to the individual, corporation, or 
other legal entity. 

Sec. 3. Before making the conveyances authorized by this Act on any ranch- 
eria or reservation, the Secretary of the Interior is directed : 

(a) To cause surveys to be made of the exterior or interior boundaries of the 
lands to the extent that such surveys are necessary or appropriate for the con- 
veyance of marketable and recordable titles to the lands. 

(b) To complete the construction or improvement of roads within the reser- 
vation or rancheria or that provide access to such reservation or rancheria in 
accordance with plans that will permit the transfer of the roads that are sched- 
uled or to be scheduled for transfer to the State or local government. The 
Secretary is authorized to contract with the State of California or political sub- 
divisions thereof for the construction or improvement of such roads and to ex- 
pend under such contracts moneys appropriated by Congress for the Indian 
road system. Then such roads are transferred to the State or local government 
the Secretary is authorized to convey rights-of-way for such roads, including 
any improvements thereon. 

(ec) To install or rehabilitate such irrigation or domestic water systems as 
he and the Indians affected agree, within a reasonable time, should be com- 
pleted by the United States. 

(d) To eancel all reimbursable indebtedness owing to the United States on 
account of unpaid construction, operation, and maintenance charges for water 
facilities on the reservation or rancheria. 

(e) To exchange any lands within the rancheria or reservation that are held 
by the United States for the use of Indians which the Secretary and the Indians 
affected agree should be exchanged before the termination of the Federal trust 
for non-Indian lands and improvements of approximately equal value. 

Sec. 4. Nothing in this Act shall abrogate any Indian water right. The laws 
of the State of California with respect to the loss of water rights by nonuse shall 
not apply until fifteen years after the conveyance pursuant to this Act of an unre- 
stricted title to the water right and the land to which it is appurtenant, or until 
the title is conveyed to a non-Indian, whichever is the shorter period, and there 
after such State law shall be applicable. During the time such State law is not 
applicable the Attorney General shall represent the Indian owner in all legal 
proceedings, including proceedings before administrative bodies, involving such 
water right, and in any necessary affirmative action to prevent adverse appro- 
priation of water which would encroach upon the Indian water right. 

Sec, 5. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to convey without consider- 
ation to Indians who receive conveyances of land pursuant to this Act, or to a 
corporation or other legal entity organized by such Indians, or to a publie or 
nonprofit body, any federally owned property on the reservations or rancherias 
subject to this Act that is not needed for the administration of Indian affairs 
in California. 

Sec. 6. The Secretary of the Interior shall disburse to the Indians of the 
rancherias and reservations that are subject to this Act all funds of such Indians 
that are in the custody of the United States. 
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Sec. 7. Nothing in this Act shall affect any claim filed before the Indian Claims 
Commission, or the right, if any, of the Indians subject to this Act to share in 
any judgment recovered against the United States on behalf of the Indians of 
California, or the eligibility of the Indians subject to this Act to participate in 
any additional Federal program that may be authorized in connection with the 
termination of Federal supervision over Indian affairs in California. Nothing 
in this Act shall preclude the Indians affected by it from sharing in additional 
benefits or programs that may hereafter be available if they are otherwise eligible 
to participate in such benefits or programs. 

Sec. 8. Before conveying or distributing property pursuant to this Act, the 
Secretary of the Interior shall protect the rights of individual Indians who are 
minors, non compos mentis, or in the opinion of the Secretary in need of assist- 
ance in conducting their affairs, by causing the appointment of guardians for 
such Indians in courts of competent jurisdiction, or by such other means as he 
may deem adequate. 

Sec. 9. Prior to the termination of the Federal trust relationship in accordance 
with the provisions of this Act, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to 
undertake, within the limits of available appropriations, a special program of 
education and training designed to help the Indians to earn a livelihood, to con- 
duct their own affairs, and to assume their responsibilities as citizens without 
special services because of their status as Indians. Such program may include 
language training, orientation in non-Indian community customs and living 
standards, vocational training and related subjects, transportation to the place 
of training or instruction, and subsistence during the course of training or 
instruction. For the purposes of such program, the Secretary is authorized 
to enter into contracts or agreements with any Federal, State, or local govern- 
mental agency, corporation, association, or person. Nothing in this section shall 
preclude any Federal agency from undertaking any other program for the educa- 
tion and training of Indians with funds appropriated to it. 

Sec. 10. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to issue such rules and 
regulations and to execute or approve such conveyancing instruments as he 
deems necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 11. There are authorized to be appropriated such sums of money as are 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


[H. R. 6364, 85th Cong., ist sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the distribution of the land and assets of certain Indian rancherias 
and reservations in California, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the lands, including minerals, water 
rights, and improvements located on the lands, and other assets of the following 
rancherias and reservations in the State of California shall be distributed in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act: Auburn, Chicken Ranch, Mont- 
gomery Creek, Nevada City, Paskenta, Redding, Buena Vista, Chico, Indian 
Ranch, and Quartz Valley. 

Sec. 2. (a) The Indians who hold formal or informal assignments on each 
reservation or rancheria, or the Indians of such reservation or rancheria, or the 
Secretary after consultation with such Indians, shall prepare a plan for distribut- 
ing to individual Indians the assets of the reservation or rancheria, including 
the assigned and the unassigned lands, or for selling such assets and distributing 
the proceeds of sale, or for conveying such assets to a corporation or other legal 
entity organized or designated by the group, or for conveying such assets to the 
group as tenants in common. The Secretary shall provide such assistance to the 
Indians as is necessary to organize a corporation or other legal entity for the 
purposes of this Act. 

(b) General notice shall be given of the contents of a plan prepared pursuant 
to subsection (a) of this section and approved by the Secretary, and any Indian 
who feels that he is unfairly treated in the proposed distribution of the property 
shall be given an opportunity to present his views and arguments for the con- 
sideration of the Secretary. After such consideration, the plan or a revision 
thereof shall be submitted for the approval of the Indians who will participate 
in the distribution of the property, and if the plan is approved by a majority of 


such Indians who vote in a referendum called for that purpose by the Secretary 
the plan shall be carried out. 
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(c) Any grantee under the provisions of this section shall receive an un- 
restricted title to the property conveyed, and the conveyance shall be recorded 
in the appropriate county office. 

(d) No property distributed under the provisions of this Act shall at the time 
of distribution be subject to any Federal or State income tax. Following any 
distribution of property made under the provisions of this Act, such property 
and any income derived therefrom by the distributee shall be subject to the 
same taxes, State and Federal, as in the case of non-Indians: Provided, That for 
the purpose of capital gains or losses the base value of the property shall be the 
value of the property when distributed to the individual, corporation, or other 
legal entity. 

Sec. 3. Before making the conveyances authorized by this Act on any rancheria 
or reservation, the Secretary of the Interior is directed: 

(a) To cause surveys to be made of the exterior or interior boundaries of the 
lands to the extent that such surveys are necessary or appropriate for the con- 
veyance of marketable and recordable titles to the lands. 

(b) To complete the construction or improvement of roads within the reserva- 
tion or rancheria or that provide access to such reservation or rancheria in ac- 
cordance with plans that will permit the transfer of the roads that are scheduled 
or to be scheduled for transfer to the State or local government. The Secretary 
is authorized to contract with the State of California or political subdivisions 
thereof for the construction or improvement of such roads and to expend under 
such contracts moneys appropriated by Congress for the Indian road system. 
When such roads are transferred to the State or local government the Secretary 
is authorized to convey rights-of-way for such roads, including any improvements 
thereon. 

(c) To install or rehabilitate such irrigation or domestic water systems as he 
and the Indians affected agree, within a reasonable time, should be completed 
by the United States. 

(d) To cancel all reimbursable indebtedness owing to the United States on 
account of unpaid construction, operation, and maintenance charges for water 
facilities on the reservation or rancheria. 

(e) To exchange any lands within the rancheria or reservation that are held 
by the United States for the use of Indians which the Secretary and the Indians 
affected agree should be exchanged before the termination of the Federal trust 
for non-Indian lands and improvements of approximately equal value. 

Seo. 4. Nothing in this Act shall abrogate any Indian water right. The laws 
of the State of California with respect to the loss of water rights by nonuse 
shall not apply until fifteen years after the conveyance pursuant to this Act of 
an unrestricted title to the water right and the land to which it is appurtenant, 
or until the title is conveyed to a non-Indian, whichever is the shorter period, 
and thereafter such State law shall be applicable. During the time such State 
law is not applicable the Attorney General shall represent the Indian owner in 
all legal proceedings, including proceedings before administrative bodies, in- 
volving such water right, and in any necessary affirmative action to prevent 
adverse appropriation of water which would encroach upon the Indian water 
right. 

Sec. 5. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to convey without consid- 
eration to Indians who receive conveyances of land pursuant to this Act, or toa 
corporation or other legal entity organized by such Indians, or to a public or 
nonprofit body, any federally owned property on the reservations or rancherias 
subject to this Act that is not needed for the adininistration of Indian affairs in 
California. 

Sec. 6. The Secretary of the Interior shall disburse to the Indians of the 
rancherias and reservations that are subject to this Act all funds of such 
Indians that are in the custody of the United States. 

Sec. 7. Nothing in this Act shall affect any claim filed before the Indian 
Claims Commission. or the right, if any, of the Indians subject to this Act to 
share in any judgment recovered against the United States on behalf of the 
Indians of California, or the eligibility of the Indians subject to this Act to 
participate in any additional Federal program that may be authorized in con- 
nection with the termination of Federal supervision over Indian affairs in Cali- 
fornia. Nothing in this Act shall preclude the Indians affected by it from shar- 
ing in additional benefits or programs that may hereafter be available if they 
are otherwise eligible to participate in such benefits or programs. 

Sec. 8. Before conveying or distributing property pursuant to this Act, the 
Secretary of the interior shall protect the rights of individual Indians who are 
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minors, non compos mentis, or in the opinion of the Secretary in need of assist- 
ance in conducting their affairs, by causing the appointment of guardians for 
such Indians in courts of competent jurisdiction, or by such other means as he 
may deem adequate. 

Sec. 9. Prior to the termination of the Federal trust relationship in accord- 
ance with the provisions of this Act, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized 
to undertake, within the limits of available appropriations, a special program 
of education and training designed to help the Indians to earn a livelihood, to 
conduct their own affairs, and to assume their responsibilities as citizens with- 
out special services because of their status as Indians. Such program may 
include language training, orientation in non-Indian community customs and 
living standards, vocational training and related subjects, transportation to 
the place of training or instruction, and subsistence during the course of train- 
ing or instruction. For the purposes of such program, the Secretary is author- 
ized to enter into contracts or agreements with any Federal, State, or local 
governmental agency, corporation, association, or person. Nothing in this sec- 
tion shall preclude any Federal agency from undertaking any other program 
for the education and training of Indians with funds appropriated to it. 

Sec. 10. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to issue such rules and 
regulations and to execute or approve such conveyancing instruments as he 
deems necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 11. There are authorized tc be appropriated such sums of money as are 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


Mr. Hater. I also would like to put into the record at this point 
a copy of a telegram that I have received this morning from four in- 
dividuals from California who have stated that, if moneys are appro- 
priated from the Federal Treasury for the purpose of carrying out 
the intent of this bill, they are opposed to the bill. 

(The telegram referred to follows :) 


ReEppIna, Carir., May 2, 1957. 
JAMES A. HALEY, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Indian Affairs, 
House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

Regards proposed legislation to terminate Federal control over Indians of 
California introduced in ist session, 85th Congress, by, respectively, Moss, 
Scudder, Sisk, and Engle. The bills H. R. 2824, H. R. 2576, H. R. 2838, 
H. R. 6364 do not state the source of needed appropriation to defray termina- 
tion and educational program mentioned therein. Therefore, if objective plans 
are to appropriate money from funds in the United States Treasury to the credit 
to the Indians of California to carry out provision of the bills, we the under- 
signed, authorized by representative number of Indians of California, strenu- 
ously object to the final passage of the bills referred herein. 


ETHEL HUMISTON, 
WILLIAM PHILPo?, 
WILLIAM FREEMAN, 
LoRANA FOREMAN. 


Mr. Hater. The Chair recognizes the Congressman from Califor- 
nia, Mr. Sisk. 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding that the four 
bills which the committee now has before it are almost identical 
so far as subject matter, except for the fact that they do 

ertain to a different group of rancherias in each instance, and this 
egislation, in my particular district, which has to do with 5 rancherias, 
was developed—and I might say, by the way, the same thing is true 
in the other 3 districts represented here—in conjunction with the 
Indians and in meetings with them. 
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I had the opportunity to meet with substantial groups of the Indian 
people in the last year, at which the various phases of these bills were 
discussed. I know particularly, so far as my own district and the five 
rancherias in my district, we do have the unanimous agreement of the 
Indian people in those areas. 

Of course, we have a peculiar situation in California in that the 
majority of these rancherias are very small areas of land, in some cases 
as small as 100 acres, and I believe some even smaller, and there are 
actually small groups of people affected in each instance. 

It is felt, not only by the Indians themselves, but by all other inter- 
ested people in the area, that the time has come when bills calling for 
termination and for the distribution of the lands among the interested 
Indians has now arrived. For that reason, of course, I have introduced 
the bill for my district, along with the other three gentlemen from 
California. 

I understand there has been practically no opposition. I believe 
that I did receive a telegram similar to what the chairman received 
from Redding, Calif. That, so far as I know, is the only indication 
of any possible opposition, and I think that came about through 
possibly some question as to provisions of the bill calling for money 
to take care of the things that we specify. 

For example, vocational education, and certain improvements which 
are called for in the bill, but I do believe that so far as reference to 
those matters are concerned, the language used in these bills is gen- 
erally the same language as is used in all bills. 

I believe that is right, is it not, Dr. Taylor? 

Mr. Tayior. That is right. 

Mr. Sisx. I would hope with the proper explanation, that possibly 
this individual or these four individuals the chairman referred to, 
their objections might be eliminated. 

It is my hope, Mr. Chairman, that these bills will be enacted because 
I believe that it will bring into being a situation in California among 
our Indians to restore them to full citizenship and to the full respon- 
sibilities which, in most cases, I think they are prepared to accept and 
to assume. I would like to make it clear, however, that a portion 
of the language appearing in the bill I introduced, as well as that 
introduced by Mr. Engle, varies from that of the other two bills, 
and that these specific provisions were worked out in conformity with 
the suggestions of the Indians in my area. Their approval and my 
approval of this legislation is based upon the passage of this legisla- 
tion in substantially the form incorporated in my bill and that intro- 
duced by Mr. Engle to cover rancherias in his area. 

It would be my hope that we might expeditiously pass the 
legislation. 

Mr. Hatey. Thank you, Mr. Sisk. 

TI note that we have quite a lengthy document here on the bill, H. R. 
2576. I wonder if we have a report on the others, or is it contained 
in this? 

Without objection, we will make the report on H. R. 2838 part of 
the record at this point in the proceedings. 
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(The reports referred to follow:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., April 17, 1957. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. ENGLE: Your committee has requested a report on H. R. 2838, a bill 
to provide for the distribution of the land and assets of certain Indian rancherias 
and reservations in California, and for other purposes. 

We recommend that the bill be enacted. A few minor amendments are sug- 
gested below. 

Each of the Indian groups involved has requested by formal resolution the 
distribution of the rancheria assets, and we believe that the Indians are ready 
for such action. A background statement regarding each rancheria or reserva- 
tion, and an analysis of the bill, are enclosed. A copy of the resolution from each 
group requesting the enactment of legislation along the line of H. R. 2838 will be 
furnished for committee files when hearings are held. 

For several years the Congress has had under consideration various proposals 
to terminate Federal responsibilities for all Indian property in California. In 
response to House Concurrent Resolution 108, 83d Congress, this Department 
submitted to Congress on January 4, 1954, a proposed bill for that purpose. It 
was introduced as H. R. 7322 and S. 7249, and extensive hearings were held. 
Similar bills had been considered by the 82d Congress (H. R. 7490, H. R. 7491, 
and 8S. 3005). As was to be expected in connection with a proposal that involved 
so many people with differing interests (the Indian population of the State is 
approximately 36,000), a variety of opinions regarding the merits of the pro- 
posal were expressed. 

Although the State legislature had memorialized Congress in 1951 to dispense 
with all restrictions on California Indians (Senate Joint Resolution No. 29 


’ 


ch. 123, California Statutes, May 18, 1951), and a representative of the Governor’s 
Office had testified in favor of the bills for that purpose in the 82d Congress, when 
the congressional hearings were held in 1954 the State representatives asked 
for a delay in order that some of the details might be considered further. Since 
that time the State Senate Interim Committee on California Indian Affairs 
(created by Senate Resolution No. 115, Senate Journal, June 10, 1953, p. 4125) 
has conducted extensive investigations throughout the State and is currently pre- 
paring its recommendations. We understand that the recommendations will 
probably be in terms of a bill of statewide applicability, as were the bills before 
the 82d and 83d Congresses. 

Meanwhile, plans were worked out for immediate action with selected groups in 
California who want an immediate termination of Federal trust responsibilities 
without waiting for the enactment of a bill of statewide applicability. This is 
the purpose of H. R. 2838. It involves 5 rancherias, approximately 178 persons, 
and approximately 760 acres of trust land. 

The most densely populated rancheria in this group is Table Mountain with 
55 residents. All of the other rancherias have less than 50 residents. Big Sandy 
is the largest rancheria with 280 acres. Cold Springs and Table Mountain have 
160 acres each, and North Fork and Picayune have 80 acres each. 

The following technical amendments are suggested : 

1. On page 2, line 19, before “Indians” insert “adult”. 

2. On page 3, lines 20 to 25, delete the first sentence of subsection 3 (b) and 
insert in lieu thereof “To complete any construction or improvement required 
to bring Indian Bureau roads serving the rancherias or reservations up to ade- 
quate standards comparable to standards for similar roads of the State or sub- 
division thereof.” 

3. On page 6, line 14, change the period to a comma and add “without applica- 
tion from such Indians, including but not limited to the creation of a trust for 
such Indians’ property with a trustee selected by the Secretary, or the purchase 
by the Secretary of annuities for such Indians.” This addition clarifies but does 
not change the meaning of the original language. 
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4. On page 4, line 21, revise section 4 to read as follows: 

“Sec. 4. Nothing in this Act shall abrogate any water right that exists by 
virtue of the laws of the United States. To the extent that the laws of the 
State of California are not now applicable to any water right appurtenant to 
any lands involved herein they shall continue to be inapplicable while the water 
right is in Indian ownership for a period not to exceed fifteen years after the 
conveyance pursuant to this Act of an unrestricted title thereto, and thereafter 
the applicability of such laws shall be without prejudice to the priority of any 
such right not theretofore based upon State law.” 

This change avoids an ambiguity in the phrase “Indian water right.” It also 
makes clear that at the end of the time specified (a matter of 15 years) the 
priority of any right based upon Federal law will not be prejudiced. Finally, 
the authority of the Attorney General to represent the Indians during the 15- 
year interim period in connection with water right controversies is made per- 
missive rather than mandatory. 

The expenditures contemplated by this bill for roads and training will be 
absorbed in the regular appropriation requests for the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 
The additional expenditures involved in this bill, together with those involved 
in the 3 similar bills before your committee with respect to different rancherias, 
are estimated at approximately $222,450 for all 4 bills. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
HATFIELD CHILSON, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior. 


ANALYSIS OF H. R. 2838 


Section 1 of the bill specifies the rancherias and reservations involved and 
directs the distribution of their assets in accordance with the provisions of 
the bill. 

Section 2 of the bill requires the Indians involved, or the Secretary of the 
Interior after consultation with the Indians, to prepare a plan for distributing 
the assets, or for selling the assets and distributing the proceeds of sale, or for 
conveying the assets to a corporation designated by the group or to the mem- 
bers of the group as tenants in common. General notice of the plan must be 
given, and after the Indians affected have been given an opportunity to object 
the plan must be submitted to the vote of the Indians who will participate in 
the distribution. If a majority of those voting approve the plan, it will be 
carried out. No provision is made for any further action if a plan is not approved. 

Attention is directed to the fact that no provision is made for preparing a 
membership roll for each rancheria or reservation. The preparation of such 
rolls would be impracticable because the groups are not well defined. More- 
over, the lands were for the most part acquired or set aside by the United States 
for Indians in California generally, rather than for a specific group of Indians, 
and the consistent practice has been to select by administrative action the indi- 
vidual Indians who may use the land. The bill provides for the distribution 
of the land, or the proceeds from the sale of the land, primarily on the basis of 
plans prepared or approved by these administratively selected users of the land. 

Section 3 of the bill requires the Secretary of the Interior to make any sur- 
veys that are necessary to convey marketable titles, to complete the construc- 
tion of any access roads that are scheduled for transfer to the State or local 
government, to install or rehabilitate the irrigation or domestic water systems 
that he and the Indians agree within a reasonable time should be completed 
by the United States, to cancel all reimbursable debts that are charges against 
the land, and to make any land exchanges that are desirable before the Federal 
trust is terminated. 

Section 4 of the bill affirms present Indian water rights, makes inapplicable 
for 15 years the California law with respect to loss of water rights by nonuse 
if the land remains in Indian ownership, and requires the Attorney General 
of the United States to represent the Indians in any proceedings during that 
period involving their water rights. 

Section 5 of the bill authorizes the disposition of Federal property on the 
rancherias or reservations that is not needed for the administration of Indian 
affairs. 
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Section 6 of the bill requires the distribution of all funds held by the United 
States in trust for the Indians of the rancherias or reservations. 

Section 7 of the bill protects pending claims. 

Section 8 of the bill provides for protecting the interest of minors and incom- 
petents by guardianship proceedings or by such other means as the Secretary 
deems adequate, which includes the use of private trusts if advisable. 

Section 9 of the bill provides for an accelerated program of education and voca- 
tional training before the assets are distributed. 

Section 10 of the bill authorizes the issuance of necessary rules, regulations, 
and conveyancing instruments. 

Section 11 of the bill authorizes necessary appropriations. 


BIG SANDY 


Background data on the Big Sandy Rancheria, Fresno County 


History.—The people living on this rancheria belong to the Mono Tribe of 
Indians. The early habitat of the Mono was in Inyo County in western Cali- 
fornia and neighboring counties in Nevada, a little to the west of the location 
of the rancheria. In recent years the tribe has been identified with the Paiutes 
and were counted with that group in the 1930 census. The Big Sandy Rancheria 
(Auberry) was established in 1909 when 280 acres were purchased for $2,800 with 
funds appropriated by the act of June 21, 1906 (31 Stat. 325-533), and the act 
of April 30, 1908 (35 Stat. 70-76), which made funds available “to purchase 
for the use of the Indians of California * * * suitable tracts or parcels of land, 
water, and water rights in the said State * * *.” The people of this rancheria 
are not organized under the Indian Reorganization Act. 

People.—In 1909 the rancheria was purchased for the use of 114 people. A 
census in 1933 enumerated 129 people living here, but at present the population 
is 54. Many Indians who are considered members of this group moved away 
during the war and have not returned. This group does not have a current 
approved roll. 

Lands.—tTitle to the 280 acres comprising this rancheria is in the name of the 
United States in trust for the Indians in California. The land is generally of 
poor quality which accounts for the fact that it is used primarily for homesites. 
The homesites are scattered throughout a plot of approximately 80 acres. The 
remaining land is steep slopes covered with brush and scrub trees. There is a 
domestic water system pipeline to the homesites, but it is in bad repair. The 
Government owns two buildings on the rancheria, a former schoolhouse, and a 
former teacherage, which are now being used by the Indians as residences. 
There is a question as to whether the cemetery is actually located on these trust 
lands. The access roads do not extend to all parts of the rancheria. 

Sources of income.—The income of this group is derived primarily from lumber 
work. The workers must leave the rancheria to obtain this employment. The 
wages are good and those who follow this trade can adequately support them- 
selves. No distinction is made by the county between these people and other 
citizens. Those who qualify are given social services and other welfare benefits. 

Bureau services.—The only service rendered by the Bureau is in connection 
with the trust status of the 280 acres. The children of school age attend public 
school in Auberry, which is about 2 miles from the rancheria. The local school 
district does not receive additional funds under the Johnson-O’Malley Act be- 
tween the Bureau and the State of California. The water system was put in by 
the Bureau in 1938, but is now in a bad state of repair. There is a lien of $225.75 
against the land because of this improvement. 

Attitude toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship—The group on this 
rancheria passed a resolution on December 7, 1953, requesting that a fee patent 
be issued to each resident of the Big Sandy Rancheria for their share of the 
rancheria property. 

Special problems in connection with termination of Federal trusteeship.— 
They ask that a road be built at Government expense to the isolated part of 
their rancheria ; that the domestic water system be repaired and enlarged; that 
the Government buildings be given to the Indians who are now using them as 
homes; and that, if a survey indicates that their cemetery is not on trust lands, 

93082—_57——_2 
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it be acquired to be held in common. As of August 1955, it was estimated that 
the amount needed to carry out their requests would be as follows: 


I inant need eal ga ahieeitee ees never etainine omar eeaaeites $17, 000 
ate eae i alles dia meth aia iaadiaeenaiieitneety 1, 700 
I es aimee ha hae Bahia aire oem a een aaie een dcates 8, 000 

Assistance to establish legal entity in conformance with California State 
Sl a tat violin cco edn nds sehen ok ee ae Nala eiinanneai ak Seine eitienma eaieher ie 1, 000 
a testa nadie eae niaineeavinimabigemeshiteteics 700 
a en arincgiees Se esapnabincciebtiai ons Abarat mein alanine iain 2, 000 
I tig evince cee cin dione biome iesivih tinal ered a eagle linda sai lg a iach neh Dagan 30, 400 


COLD SPRINGS 


Background data on the Cold Springs Rancheria, Fresno County 


History.—By Executive Order No. 2075 of November 10, 1914, the President 
excluded 160 acres from the Sierra National Forest for the Cold Springs Band 
of Indians living in the area. The order did not mention the number of Indians 
there, but in 1933 there were 90. Today there are 48. These people belong to 
the Mono Tribe and have habitually made their home in the area where the 
rancheria was established. In recent years this group has been identified with 
the Paiutes and they were counted with that group in the 1930 census. These 
people are not organized under the Indian Reorganization Act, but they have 
an informal council with recognized officers. 

People.—The people are occupying this land under 13 informal assignments 
made with the consent of the group. The rancheria is divided into two 80-acre 
tracts. One family lives on one of these tracts and the other people make their 
home on the other 8?-acre parcel. They use the land primarily for homesites. 
Four of the people who make their home here are over 65 years of age, and there 
are 16 children of school age. There are 15 wage earners among these people. 
This group does not have a current approved roll. 

Land.—The two 80-acre parcels are not contiguous. There are steep slopes 
on both of the parcels with an elevation rise to 2,041 feet. These pieces of land 
are isolated from main avenues of traffic, but there is a fairly good road to the 
nearest town, Tallhouse, some 7 miles distant. The land is not suitable for culti- 
vated agriculture, but it has some grazing potential, and it is used for that 
purpose to a limited extent. Each of the parcels has a source of water. In 
one location there is a spring, and on the other location there is a dug well. 
Tungsten may be present on one of the plots, and a mining lease has been issued 
to some outsiders interested in making explorations. No Indian cemetery is 
on the rancheria. 

Sources of income.—One of the assignees has a herd of Hereford cattle and 
supports his family from income from this herd. Most of the workers, however, 
earn their livelihood by seasonal work off the rancheria, usually in the agri- 
cultural pursuits. Many of the homes are in a bad state of repair since the 
average yearly income of the wage earner is below what is considered adequate. 
‘ Bureau services.—Services extended by the Bureau are limited to the trust 
status of the land; no social services are performed by the Bureau for the people 
living there. The Bureau leased part of the land for tungsten explorations and 
maintains an IIM account ($60 in 1955) for the group from these rentals. A water 
system was installed in 1938. There is a lien in the amount of $331.56 against the 
land because of this improvement. All the children attend public school. 

Attitude toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship.—On December 14, 1955, 
at a general meeting of the assignees, a resolution was passed requesting that 
the Government give them fee patents to their holdings. They asked that an 
internal survey be made in order that each assignee would have a legal descrip- 
tion of his property. 

Estimated cost to affect withdrawal of Federal trusteeship—In December 
of 1955, it was estimated that the following amounts would be necessary to carry 
out the wishes of this group: 


Ms. tas cette hi gedit ayes bedi hae $1, 100 
Improvement of domestic water system____________- oceans oven deki eal Rake 2, 000 
ee 2 et ee ee co 500 
SR ee eae oe Ce eee eRe ee eC le Ae eee Si ea eaay tree 400 
I a ea a a ee eke nas. 1, 500 
Total 5, 5 
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NORTH FORK 


Background data on the North Fork Rancheria, Madera County 


The 80 acres making up this rancheria were purchased in 1914 for $550. 
At that time there were an estimated 200 Mono Indians living in this area. 
By 1933, however, the number had dropped to a mere 7, and today only a mother 
and her 2 sons occupy the land as a rural homesite. 

The land has a very limited grazing value. It is not used for that purpose. 
The domestic water is obtained from a spring. The land does not have a lien 
against it because of any improvement. The homesite is about 2 miles from an 
improved road. The Susan Johnson family has an assignment to the entire 80 
acres. There is no approved membership roll for this group. 

On December 13, 1955, the family asked that they be given fee patent to 
this acreage with the request that a domestic water system be installed. 

The local Bureau of Indian Affairs officials estimated that the following 
sums would be necessary to effect transfer of title: 


TG GE iiss mitten tncerbacaehn btcennlnatnens biptebnialammamaaatt $1, 000 

PR NN i al sheet slecctamnietnescchiatltticiaiaia it at tie 2, 000 

RE arn cise stcitta Soctrtinntyticicirnisncnig eosin tiapaphen ain tei tianice hii iiamaieateacbeeee’ 500 

Ee TI I a cies coerce: crehniestunictp teenie apa dlateadiatihs eens mpibaatcimetaaaeaaeiaae 300 

De CRE I i ccetdeissecinitinmin thst nrsiteniiadiiian eta teenies nisin 1, 000 

PA RIT scx eigipinsires ion entero das vn vs antecedent eaiamcnaaateeamaimna ant ae aaa data ima ca eae 4, 800 
PICAYUNE 


Background data on the Picayune Rancheria, Madera County 

This rancheria was established in 1912 by Executive order. It consists of 2 
contiguous 40-acre parcels. 

There are 18 people living on this land today. All members belong to one 
family group. Three of the people receive old-age assistance. Five are of school 
age and attend the public school in the district. These people live in crowded 
housing conditions. They must seek elsewhere for employment and depend 
upon seasonal work, usually agriculture, for their livelihood. 

This, rancheria is located in the foothills area, about a mile from a paved 
road. The land is rocky and covered with brush, and is used primarily for home- 
sites with some truck gardening and fruit produce for subsistunce. Water is 
obtained from two springs, but is not piped to the individual homes. There is 
no lien against the land for improvements. The group living here has no property 
held’: in common and neither is there a currently approved roll of membership. 

On December 15, 1955, the family using this land asked that their assignment 
be deeded to them after a domestic water system had been installed. 

It was estimated by local Bureau of Indian Affairs’ officials that the following 
sums would be necessary to effect transfer of land title: 

Tote CUR VOR ae eo ee ee a ee as ee ae $1, 000 
Legal assistance 
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TABLE MOUNTAIN 


Background data on the Table Mountain Rancheria, Fresno County 


History.—In 1914, 160 acres of land were purchased for $4,600 in Fresno 
County to establish the Table Mountain Rancheria. There were 90 Indians in 
this vicinity at that time. These lands were purchased under the authority of 
the act of August 1, 1914 (38 Stat. 582-589). The Indians living on this ran- 
cheria did not accept the Indian Reorganization Act. 

People.—Today there are 55 people on the Table Mountain Rancheria, consist- 
ing of 12 families. They are a comparatively young group of people, with 32 
children (13 of whom are of school age). There are 10 wage earners. None of 
the inhabitants are over 60 years of age. There is no approved membership roll. 

Land.—Only part of the rancheria is used for rural homesites. The remain- 
ing acres are steep and rocky, but are used by a non-Indian under a grazing 
lease.. The rancheria is adjacent to a paved county road, with access roads 
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leading to the homesites. These access roads are in need of considerable im- 
provements. The cemetery for this group is not located on the rancheria land. 
The people there are concerned about access to this burial ground. A water 
system was developed, but the well went dry and another one is needed. There 
is a lien against the land in the amount of $1,055.07 because of the water 
system. 

Sources of income.—These people work at miscellaneous jobs in the area, 
mostly in farming. Their incomes are uncertain since employment opportuni- 
ties are definitely limited. 

Bureau services——The Bureau proposes to expend $20,000 to complete the 
road system. This amount was set up in the 1958 budget. The Bureau also pro- 
poses to improve the water system. These projects are being undertaken because 
of the trust status of the land. The Bureau renders no services to these people 
because they are Indians. They receive social welfare services from the county 
and the State. The Bureau maintains in its Sacramento office an individual 
money account for this group and deposits in its receipts from the grazing lands 
($820). 

Attitude toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship—On November 4, 1955, 
this group, through a resolution, asked that they be given fee title to their indi- 
vidual assignments after the water systems and roads had been completed. They 
also asked that the lien against the land be canceled. 

Estimated cost to effect withdrawal of Federal trusteeship.—The local Bureau 
of Indian Affairs’ officials estimated that the following sums would be necessary 
to effect transfer of titles: 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., April 17, 1957. 
Hon. Crater ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. ENGLE: Your committee has requested a report on H. R. 2824, a bill to 
provide for the distribution of the land and assets of certain Indian ranchertas 
and reservations in California, and for other purposes. 

We recommend that the bill be enacted. A few minor amendments are sug- 
gested below. 

Each of the two Indian groups involved has requested by formal resolution 
the distribution of the rancheria assets, and we believe that the Indians are 
ready for such action. A background statement regarding each rancheria, and 
an analysis of the bill, are enclosed. A copy of the resolution from each group 
requesting the enactment of legislation along the lines of the bill will be furnished 
for committee files when hearings are held. 

For several years the Congress has had under consideration various proposals 
to terminate Federal responsibilities for all Indian property in California. In 
response to House Concurrent Resolution 108, 83d Congress, this Department 
submitted to Congress on January 4, 1954, a proposed bill for that purpose. It 
was introduced as H. R. 7322 and S. 7249, and extensive hearings were held. 
Similar bills had been considered by the 82d Congress (H. R. 7490, H. R. 7491, 
and 8. 3005). As was to be expected in connection with a proposal that involved 
80 many people with differing interests (the Indian population of the State is 
approximately 36,000), a variety of opinions regarding the merits of the proposal 
were expressed. 

Although the State legislature had memorialized Congress in 1951 to dispense 
with all restrictions on California Indians (S. J. Res. No. 29, ch. 123, Calif. 
Stats., May 18, 1951), and a representative of the Governor’s office had testified 
in favor of the bills for that purpose in the 82d Congress, when the congressional 
hearings were held in 1954 the State representatives asked for a delay in order 
that some of the details might be considered further. Since that time the 
State senate interim committee on California Indian affairs (created by 8. Res. 
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No. 115, Senate Journal, June 10, 1953, p. 4125) has conducted extensive investi- 
gations throughout the State and is currently preparing its recommendations. 
We understand that the recommendations will probably be in terms of a bill 
of statewide applicability, as were the bills before the 82d and 83d Congresses. 

Meanwhile, plans were worked out for immediate action with selected groups 
in California who want an immediate termination of Federal trust responsi- 
bilities without waiting for the enactment of a bill of statewide applicability. 
This is the purpose of H. R. 2824. It involves the two rancherias of Strawberry 
Valley and Wilton. There are 2 people living at Strawberry Valley and 33 
people at Wilton. Strawberry Valley consists of 1 city lot, and Wilton consists 
of 39 acres. 

The following technical amendments are suggested : 

1. On page 2, line 20, before “Indians”, insert “adult”. 

2. On page 3, line 21 to page 4, line 1, delete the first sentence of subsection 
8 (b) and insert in lieu thereof “To complete any construction or improvement 
required to bring Indian Bureau roads serving the rancherias or reservations 
up to adequate standards comparable to standards for similar roads of the 
State or subdivision thereof.” 

8. On page 6, line 10, change the period to a comma and add “without appli- 
eation from such Indians, including but not limited to the creation of a trust 
for such Indians’ property with a trustee selected by the Secretary, or the 
purchase by the Secretary of annuities for such Indians.” This addition clarifies 
but does not change the meaning of the original language. 

4. On page 6, lines 13 and 14, delete “as amended, is hereby revoked” and 
insert in lieu thereof “shall be revoked by the Secretary when a plan is approved 
by a majority of the adult Indians of the Community pursuant to subsection 
2 (b) of this Act.” 

5. On page 4, line 22, revise section 4 to read as follows: 

“Sec. 4. Nothing in this Act shall abrogate any water right that exists by 
virtue of the laws of the United States. To the extent that the laws of the 
State of California are not now applicable to any water right appurtenant to any 
lands involved herein they shall continue to be inapplicable while the water right 
is in Indian ownership for a period not to exceed fifteen years after the convey- 
ance pursuant to this Act of an unrestricted title thereto, and thereafter the ap- 
plicability of such laws shall be without prejudice to the priority of any such 
right not theretofore based upon State law.” 

This change avoids an ambiguity in the phrase “Indian water right.” It 
also makes clear that at the end of the time specified (a matter of 15 years) 
the priority of any right based upon Federal law will not be prejudiced. Finally, 
the authority of the Attorney General to represent the Indians during the 15- 
year interim period in connection with water-right controversies is made permis- 
sive rather than mandatory. 

The expenditures contemplated by this bill for roads and training will be 
absorbed in the regular appropriation requests for the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 
The additional expenditures involved in this bill, together with those involved 
in the 3 similar bills before your committee with respect to different rancherias, 
are estimated at approximately $222,450 for all 4 bills. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


HATFIELD CHILSON, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


ANALYSIS OF H. R. 2824 


Section 1 of the bill specifies the rancherias and reservations involved and 

a the distribution of their assets in accordance with the provisions of the 
ill. 

Section 2 of the bill requires the Indians involved, or the Secretary of the 
Interior after consultation with the Indians, to prepare a plan for distributing 
the assets, or for selling the assets and distributing the proceeds of sale, or for 
conveying the assets to a corporation designated by the group or to the mem- 
bers of the group as tenants in common. General notice of the plan must be 
given, and after the Indians affected have been given an opportunity to object 
the plan must be submitted to the vote of the Indians who will participate in 
the distribution. If a majority of those voting approve the plan, it will be car- 
ried out. No provision is made for any further action if a plan is not approved. 
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Attention is directed to the fact that no provision is made for preparing a 
membership roll for each rancheria or reservation. The preparation of such 
rolls would be impracticable because the groups are not well defined. More- 
over, the lands were for the most part acquired or set aside by the United 
States for Indians in California generally, rather than for a specific group of 
Indians, and the consistent practice has been to select by administrative action 
the individual Indians who may use the land. The bill provides for the distri- 
bution of the land, or the proceeds from the sale of the land primarily on the 
basis of plans prepared or approved by these administratively selected users of 
the land. 

Section 3 of the bill requires the Secretary of the Interior to make any sur- 
veys that are necessary to convey marketable titles, to complete the construction 
of any access roads that are scheduled for transfer to the State or local govern- 
ment, to install or rehabilitate the irrigation or domestic water systems that he 
and the Indians agree within a reasonable time should be completed by the 
United States, to cancel all reimbursable debts that are charges against the 
lands, and to make any land exchanges that are desirable before the Federal 
trust is terminated. 

Section 4 of the bill affirms present Indian water rights, makes inapplicable 
for 15 years the California law with respect to loss of water rights by nonuse 
if the land remains in Indian ownership, and requires the Attorney General of 
the United States to represent the Indians in any proceedings during that period 
involving their water rights. 

Section 5 of the bill authorizes the disposition of Federal property on the 
rancherias or reservations that is not needed for the administration of Indian 
affairs. 

Section 6 of the bill requires the distribution of all funds held by the United 
States in trust for the Indians of the rancherias or reservations. 

Section 7 of the bill protects pending claims. 

Section 8 of the bill provides for protecting the interest of minors and in- 
competents by guardianship proceedings or by such other means as the Secretary 
deems adequate, which includes the use of private trusts if advisable. 

Section 9 of the bill revokes a constitution issued under the Indian Reorgani- 
zation Act. 

Section 10 of the bill provides for an accelerated program of education and 
vocational training before the assets are distributed. 

Section 11 of the bill authorizes the issuance of necessary rules, regulations, 
and conveyancing instruments. 

Section 12 of the | ill authorizes necessary appropriations. 


STRAWBERRY VALLEY 


Background data on the Strawberry Valley Rancheria, Yuga County 


In 1914, a half-acre plot of ground was purchased with appropriated funds 
for $208.90. Title was taken in the name of the United States of America. This 
is the Strawberry Valley Rancheria. A Mr. Alex §S. Picayune had proposed to 
buy this lot himself, but the local bureau official at that time offered to buy it 
for him. Title was not taken in trust for Mr. Picayune, but he has always 
been the sole occupant of this lot. As far as can be ascertained, no other Indians 
claim the land. 

Mr. Picayune has one daughter, Mrs. Sophia Wyman, who is married to a 
non-Indian, and a granddaughter, Josephine Williams, whose parents are dead. 
Miss Williams makes her home with Mr. Picayune. 

This one-half acre is part of the townsite of Strawberry Valley. Mr. Picayune 
built his own home and installed a well for his use. He had always made his 
own way without help from the Bureau and he is a respected member of the 
Strawberry Valley community. Mr. Picayune asked on December 6, 1955, that 
he be given a fee patent to this land. There are no liens against the lot. The 
local Bureau of Indian Affairs’ officials estimated that the following sums would 
be needed to transfer the title: 
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WILTON 


Background data on the Wilton Rancheria, Sacramento County 


History.—In 1924, 38.81 acres were bought for the 150 Miwok Indians living 
in this area for $5,000. This is the Wilton Rancheria. The group is organized 
under the Indian Reorganization Act as the Me-wuk Indian community of the 
Wilton Rancheria, Calif. Their constitution was approved on January 15, 1936, 
and amended on May 21, 1956. They have no approved charter. 

People.—By 1933, the number of Indians living on this rancheria had dropped 
to 40, and today 33 make their homes here. There are 9 families: one family has 
10 children and another has 8. Five of the assignees are childless. This is 
a comparatively young group, although 3 of the assignees are over 65 years 
of age. The 13 children attend public school at Wilton. There is an Official 
roll of membership under the Indian Reorganization Act, but it is not current. 

Land.—This tract is located near the little village of Wilton along the railroad 
tract. The Consumnes River adjoins the tract at the lower end. There are 
about 9 or 10 acres of agricultural land which has been cultivated in the past, 
but which is subject to floods from the river. There has been some effort on the 
part of the local district, or the adjoining landowners, to build a dike to protect 
the Indian land as well as the non-Indian land. The residents are served with 
water from a domestic well with an overhead tank and underground distribution 
system at each of the houses. There is a lien on account of the water develop- 
ment in the amount of $3,809.47. There has been no road improvement under- 
taken, but the Bureau has an item of $11,000 in the 1958 budget for some 
internal roads. The rancheria adjoins a paved highway. 

Sources of income.—The sources of income for heads of the families are 
extremely varied and include work in nearby Government installations, farm 
labor, and miscellaneous wage work. 

Bureau Services.—The Bureau renders services only because of the trust status 
of the land. There are no payments to the local school district under the 
Johnson-O’Malley contract. An item of $11,000 is in the Bureau’s budget for 
1958 for internal road construction. These people receive their social services 
(extension, law and order, vital statistics, welfare, etc.) from the county with 
no distinction being made because they are Indians. 

Attitude toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship.—The 10 assignees on the 
rancheria asked by resolution dated October 13, 1955, that they be given fee title 
to their assignments after the road system has been completed, and an internal 
survey has been made on which to base the subdivision, and that the lien against 
the land be canceled. 

Estimated cost to effect withdrawal of Federal trusteeship.—At that time it 
was estimated by the local Bureau of Indian Affairs’ officials that the following 
sums would be necessary to effect withdrawal of Federal trusteeship : 


Land survey 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., April 17, 1957. 
Hon. CLatr ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. ENGLE: Your committee has requested a report on H. R. 6364, a bill 
to provide for the distribution of the land and assets of certain Indian rancherias 
and reservations in California, and for other purposes. 

We recommend that the bill be enacted. A few minor amendments are sug- 
gested below. 

Each of the Indian groups involved has requested by formal resolution the 
distribution of the rancheria assets, and we believe that the Indians are ready 
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for such action. A background statement regarding each rancheria or reserva- 
tion, and an analysis of the bill, are enclosed. A copy of the resolution from 
each group requesting the enactment of legislation along the lines of the bill 
will be furnished for committee files when hearings are held. 

For several years the Congress has had under consideration various proposals 
to terminate Federal responsibilities for all Indian property in California. In 
response to House Concurrent Resolution 108, 83d Congress, this Department 
submitted to Congress on January 4, 1954, a proposed bill for that purpose. It 
was introduced as H. R. 7322 and S. 7249, and extensive hearings were held. 
Similar bills had been considered by the 82d Congress (H. R. 7490, H. R. 7491, 
and S. 3005). As was to be expected in connection with a proposal that involved 
so many people with differing interests (the Indian population of the State is 
approximately 36,000), a variety of opinions regarding the merits of the proposal 
were expressed. 

Although the State legislature had memorialized Congress in 1951 to dispense 
with all restrictions on California Indians (8S. J. Res. No. 29, ch. 123, Calif. Stats., 
May 18, 1951), and a representative of the Governor’s office had testified in favor 
of the bills for that purpose in the 82d Congress, when the congressional hear- 
ings were held in 1954 the State representatives asked for a delay in order that 
some of the details might be considered further. Since that time the State 
senate interim committee on California Indian affairs (created by S. Res. No. 
115, Senate Journal, June 10, 1953, p. 4125) has conducted extensive investiga- 
tions throughout the State and is currently preparing its recommendations. We 
understand that the recommendations will probably be in terms of a bill of 
stutewide applicability, as were the bills before the 82d and 83d Congresses. 

Meanwhile, plans were worked out for immediate action with selected groups 
in California who want an immediate termination of Federal trust responsibili- 
ties without waiting for the enactment of a bill of statewide applicability. This 
is the pu.pose of H. R. 6864. It involves 10 rancherias, approximately 225 
persons, and approximately 1,773 acres of trust land. 

The most densely populated rancheria in this group is Auburn with 77 resi- 
dents. All of the other rancherias have less than 60 people each. Quartz 
Valley is the largest rancheria with 604 acres. 

The following amendments are suggested : 

1. On page 2, line 20, insert the word “adult” before the word “Indians.” 

2. On page 3, line 21, to page 4, line 1, delete the first sentence of subsection 
8 (b) and insert in lieu thereof “To complete any construction or improvement 
required to bring Indian Bureau roads serving the rancherias or reservations up 
to adequate standards comparable to standards for similar roads of the State 
or subdivision thereof.” 

8. On page 5, line 11, section 5, add “(a)” after section 5. Line 17, add “(b) 
The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to sell the 560 acres of land, more or 
less, which were withdrawn from entry, sale or other disposition, and set aside 
for the Indians of Indian Ranch, Inyo County, California, by the Act of March 
3, 1928 (45 Stat. 162), and to distribute the proceeds of sale among the heirs 
of George Hanson.” 

4. On page 6, line 15, change the period to a comma and add “without appli- 
eation from such Indians, including but not limited to the creation of a trust 
for such Indians’ property with a trustee selected by the Secretary, or the pur- 
chase by the Secretary of annuities for such Indians.” This addition clarifies 
but does not change the meaning of the original language. 

5. On page 6 after section 8 as amended, add a new section; section 9 to read 
as follows: “The constitution and corporate charter adopted by the Quartz 
Valley Indian Community California, pursuant to the Act of June 18, 1934 (48 
Stat. 984), as amended, shall be revoked by the Secretary of the Interior when 
a plan is approved by a majority of the adult Indians of the Community pur- 
suant to subsection 2 (b) of this Act. 

6. On page 6, line 16, change section 9 to section 10. 

7. On page 7, line 11, change section 10 to section 11. 

8. On page 7, line 15, change section 11 to section 12. 

9. On page 4, line 22, revise section 4 to read as follows: 

“Sec. 4. Nothing in this Act shall abrogate any water right that exists by 
virtue of the laws of the United States. To the extent that the laws of the 
State of California are not now applicable to any water right appurtenant to 
any lands involved herein they shall continue to be inapplicable while the water 
right is in Indian ownership for a period not to exceed fifteen years after the 
conveyance pursuant to this Act of an unrestricted title thereto, and thereafter 
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the applicability of such laws shall be without prejudice to the priority of any 
such right not theretofore based upon State law.” 

This change avoids an ambiguity in the phrase “Indian water right.” It also 
makes clear that at the end of the time specified (a matter of 15 years) the 
priority of any right based upon Federal law will not be prejudiced. Finally, 
the authority of the Attorney General to represent the Indians during the 15-year 
interim period in connection with water rights controversies is made permissive 
rather than mandatory. 

The expenditures contemplated by this bill for roads and training will be 
absorbed in the regular appropriation requests for the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 
The additional expenditures involved in this bill, together with those involved 
in the 3 similar bills before your committee with respect to different rancherias, 
are estimated at approximately $222,450 for all 4 bills. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
O. HATFIELD CHILSON, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior. 


ANALYSIS OF H. RB. 6364 


Section 1 of the bill specifies the rancherias and reservations involved and 
directs the distribution of their assets in accordance with the provisions of the 
bill. 

Section 2 of the bill requires the Indians involved, or the Secretary of the 
Interior after consultation with the Indians, to prepare a plan for distributing 
the assets, or for selling the assets and distributing the proceeds of sale, or for 
conveying the assets to a corporation designated by the group or to the members 
of the groups as tenants in common. General notice of the plan must be given, 
and after the Indians affected have been given an opportunity to object the plan 
must be submitted to the vote of the Indians who will participate in the distribu- 
tion. If a majority of those voting approve the plan, it will be carried out. No 
provision is made for any further action if a plan is not approved. 

Attention is directed to the fact that no provision is made for preparing a 
membership roll for each rancheria or reservation. The preparation of such 
rolls would be impracticable becasue the groups are not well defined. Moreover, 
the lands were for the most part acquired or set aside by the United States 
for Indians in California generally, rather than for a specific group of Indians, 
and the consistent practice has been to select by administrative action the 
individual Indians who may use the land. The bill provides for the distribution 
of the land, or the proceeds from the sale of the land, primarily on the basis 
of plans prepared or approved by these administratively selected users of the 
land. 

Section 3 of the bill requires the Secretary of the Interior to make any surveys 
that are necessary to convey marketable titles, to complete the construction of 
any access roads that are scheduled for transfer to the State or local govern- 
ment, to install or rehabilitate the irrigation or domestic water systems that he 
and the Indians agree within a reasonable time should be completed by the 
United States, to cancel all reimbursable debts that are charges against the land, 
and to make any land exchanges that are desirable before the Federal trust is 
terminated. 

Section 4 of the bill affirms present Indian water rights, makes inapplicable 
for 15 years the California law with respect to loss of water rights by nonuse 
if the land remains in Indian ownership, and requires the Attorney General 
of the United States to represent the Indians in any proceedings during that 
period involving their water rights. 

Section 5 of the bill authorizes the disposition of Federal property on the 
rancherias or reservations that is not needed for the administration of Indian 
affairs. It also authorizes the Secretary to sell the rancheria known as Indian 
Ranch, and to distribute the proceeds among the heirs. 

Section 6 of the bill requires the distribution of all funds held by the United 
States in trust for the Indians of the rancherias or reservations. 

Section 7 of the bill protects pending claims. 

Section 8 of the bill provides for protecting the interest of minors and 
incompetents by guardianship proceedings or by such other means as the Sec- 
retary deems adequate, which includes the use of private trusts if advisable. 

Section 9 of the bill provides for a revocation of the constitution and bylaws 
of the Quartz Valley Indian Community California, approved June 15, 1939, and 
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the corporate charter of this community ratified March 12, 1940, when a plan 
is approved by a majority of the adult Indians of the community pursuant 
to subsection 2 (b). 

Section 10 of the bill provides for an accelerated program of education and 
vocational training before the assets are distributed. 

Section 11 of the bill authorizes the issuance of necessary rules, regulations, 
and conveyancing instruments. 

Section 12 of the bill authorizes necessary appropriations. 


AUBURN 


Background data on the Auburn Rancheria, Placer County 


History.—The residents of this rancheria belong to the Maidu Tribe of Indians. 
They are classified as a separate linguistic stock and from earliest times have 
lived where they are now, in northeastern California. These Indians are mostly 
of mixed blood and many who were enumerated as Indians in the 1910 census 
were enumerated as whites in the 1930 census. Their rancheria was established 
in 1910 when 20 acres of land were purchased for $400 with funds appropriated 
by the act of June 21, 1906 (31 Stat. 325-333), and the act of April 30, 1908 
(35 Stat., 70-76): which made funds available “to purchase for the use of the 
Indians in the State of California * * * suitable tracts or parcels of land, water, 
and water rights in the said State * * *.” An additional 20 acres were pur- 
chased in 1953 for $3,000, which completed the present rancheria. The rancheria 
is not organized under the Indian Reorganization Act. 

People.—When the rancheria was established by purchase in 1910, the land was 
bought for 25 Indians belonging to this group. An enumeration in 1913 showed 
that 50 people were then living on the rancheria, and the number presently 
living there is 77. There are 27 children of school age who are attending public 
schools. Each of the family groups has an informally assigned acreage for 
a total of 39 acres. Nine of the people living on the rancheria are 65 years of 
age or older. The population uses the rancheria primarily for home sites. The 
group does not have a current approved roll. 

Lend.—The Auburn Rancheria contains only 40 acres of land, the title to 
which is in the name of the United States Government in trust for the Indians 
in California. In recent years a domestic water system was completed for the 
occupants of the rancheria, and at the present time there is a lien against 
the land in the amount of $11,229.38 because of this improvement. Acess roads 
were also built in recent years and are now a part of the Placer County road 
system. The assignments on the rancheria are of an informal nature, although 
the occupants have a definite understanding as to which piece of land is to be 
used by each of the occupants. The community uses its water system as a com- 
munity enterprise, and the feeling is that this facility should continue to be 
owned in common. The same feeling also applies to the property used for 
church purposes. 

Sources of individual income.—The main source of income for this group is 
from migratory, seasonal, farm labor. Those who qualify receive social-security 
aids and categorical welfare assistance from Placer County with no distinction 
being made because they are Indians. 

Bureau services——The Bureau renders virtually no regular services to the 
group. Its responsibility is primarily with the 40 acres of land being held in 
trust status. Adequate roads have been built in the past and have been turned 
over to the county for administration. There is a Johnson O’Malley educational 
eontract with the State of California and the Auburn School District receives 
funds through this contract because of the Indian children in the public school. 

Attitude toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship.—The group on the ranch- 
eria passed a resolution on September 26, 1955, requesting that the present 
assignees be given fee title to the individual tracts of land they are using. They 
requested at that time that a survey be made in order that each assignee might 
have a legal description of his assignment. They also requested that the lien 
because of the water system in the amount of $11,229.38 be canceled. They asked 
assistance in the formulation of a legal entity under California laws to take title 
to and manage their community property. 
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Special problems in connection with termination of Federal relationships.—As 
of September 1955, it was estimated that the following funds would be necessary 
to carry out this request : 


BT OUI Oi iii secs eae otrirest aria erd nation dienes 2, 
RI RG son. chain norleresh=teep hs cabeterdlllla-—rtver aon hae 1, 500 
EOE Ce Tl OE ih th orb cnt probhertite iek-eencphevnagr vinden catimmceeenenersia 400 
PYFOGrOIIne GIG PONTING 5 pct rcyrhtoeninteied-ei-anktemninnethetoamia 2, 000 
SEUNG 268: aishsscocaihihands ol Tis ae clecenep sacomuslh-oguabeniaeh ines taiiertiats ailegeinens capi i ieeiag iceman 5, 900 


BUENA VISTA 


Background data on the Buena Vista Rancheria, Amador County 


History—tThe people on the Buena Vista Rancheria are of Miwok stock. The 
tribe is largely of mixed blood and the people of this group are fast losing their 
distinction as Indians. They have always made their home in central California. 
The rancheria was established by purchase in 1926, and is in their original home- 
land. The acreage of this rancheria was acquired at a cost of $3,000 with funds 
appropriated by the act of August 1, 1914 (38 Stat., 582-589). 

People.—There were 20 people on the rancheria when it was purchased in 1926, 
but at the present time there are only 2 families, composed of 6 people. The 
group does not have a current approved roll. 

Land.—Part of the rancheria land is suitable for agriculture. At one time an 
exploration was made for coal, without apparent success. The families living 
on the rancheria have made all their own improvements. This parcel is located 
near the town of Ione, Calif. The whole rancheria is composed of 67% acres. 
There is an Indian cemetery on the land. A recent survey was made along one 
side of the rancheria to settle a dispute about the lines. 

Sources of income.—The two families living on the Buena Vista Rancheria 
make their living from farming. They supplement their farm income with 
seasonal work. 

Bureau services.—Bureau services are rendered only in connection with trust 
status of the lands. 

Attitude toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship—On January 5, 1956, Mr. 
Lewey Oliver and Mr. Enos Oliver, the two assignees on the rancheria, requested 
that they be given fee patents to the rancheria. 

Special problems in connection with withdrawal of Federal relationships.—In 
October of 1955, it was estimated that the following items were needed to bring 
about a transfer of the property : 


Domestic water system 
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CHICO 
Background data on the Chico Rancheria, Butte County 


History.—As far back as 1870, the ancestors of the people now living on this 
rancheria were given permission to live on the land by Gen. John Bidwell, the 
owner. Upon his death in 1919, his widow, Mrs. Ann E. Bidwell, received the 
land. Upon the death of Mrs. Bidwell, the land was bequeathed by her to the 
board of home missions of the Presbyterian Church in trust for the Indians of 
the Me-Choop-da Indian village. The board of home missions and Mrs. Bidwell’s 
estate, by deeds dated February 16, 1939, and January 7, 1939, conveyed the land 
to the United States of America in trust for the Indians of the Me-Choop-da In- 
dian village, and its assignees. The rancheria consists of 25 acres. 

People.—At the present time 26 people are living on the Chico Rancheria, and 
37 members of this group live elsewhere in the vicinity. Of those who live on 
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the rancheria, 3 are over 65 years of age and 3 are of school age. In 1934, there 
were 24 adults and 30 children who made their homes on the land. This group 
does not have an approved current roll. 

Land.—The 25 acres are located on the outskirts of the town of Chico, adjacent 
to the lands of the Chico State College. The homesites are connected with town 
water and sewerage systems. There are two town streets, one on the north 
edge of the property and the other bisecting it. An additional access road is 
needed. ‘The Indian cemetery is located on these lands. 

Sources of income.—One of the family heads conducts the Arrowhead Indian 
Herh Co. and the others work regularly in the area. The steady income of this 
group is reflected in the general good condition of their homes. These people 
mingle freely with the other people of the community. They have never received 
any social services from the Bureau of Indian Affairs because of their status as 
Indians. 

Bureau services —The Bureau renders services only in connection with the 
trust status of the land. In the 1958 budget there is an item of $10,000 for road 
construction on the land. 

Attitude toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship.—At a general meeting of 
the people of this rancheria on December 28, 1955, they voted to request the 
United States Government to give them fee patent to their rancheria lands. They 
also requested that the parcels be surveyed in order that each assignee may have 
legal descriptions of his lot, and, further, that assistance be given to set up an 
entity to take title to and manage whatever land will be held in common. 

Estimated cost to effect withdrawal of Federal trustecship.—Estimate made by 
local Bureau of Indian Affairs’ officials in December of 1955: 


RE NN i kr a hic aie be aii ueEE snk had eee ctematnnigeaeien $1, 100 
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CHICKEN RANCH 


Background data on the Chicken Ranch Rancheria, Tuloumne County 


History.—The people living on this rancheria belong to the Miwok tribe. The 
tribe is largely of mixed b'ood, and the pe~ple of this group are fast losing their 
distinction as Indians. They have always lived in central California. The 
rancheria was established for them in 1910 and is in their traditional homeland. 
It w’s purchased with funds appropriated by the acts of June 21, 1906 (31 Stat. 
825-333), and that of April 30. 1908 (35 Stat. 70-76), “to purchase for the use of 
the Indians in the State of California * * * suitable tracts or parcels of land, 
water, and water rights in the said State * * *” 

Peop'e.—There are 18 pesple in 5 family groups using this land at the present 
time. These 5 families occupy homesites under an informal assignment arrange- 
ment: the fathers of 2 of the families are non-Indians. 

Land.—The 40-acre tract is used primarily for rural homesites. The land is 
of poor quality. The people living here have a domestic water system which is 
in urgent need of repairs. A good road would make the homesites more accessi- 
ble. The cemetery belonging to this group is not located on trust land. 

Sources of income.—The seven wage earners earn their livelihood from miscel- 
laneous wage work away from the rancheria. Those who qualify receive socizl 
security aids from Tuloumne County with no distinction being made because they 
are Indians. 

Bureau services.—Bureau services are rendered only in connection with the 
trust status of the land. There is an item of $22,000 in the 1958 budget for road 
constrnetien on the rancheria. 

Attitude toward termination of Federal trusteeship.—On February 13, 1956, the 
groun of this rancheria passed a resolution requesting that fee title to the 
rancheria he transferred to the assignees. They wish to form a legal entity 
under the laws of the State of California to take title to the community water 
system. 
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Special problems in connection with termination of Federal trusteeship.—The 
Indians on the rancheria have asked that the following work be done before they 
are given fee title to their land. Estimated costs are: 


L.- Land SOP VOT acca ce aininincnncennmnmatinnmanmmmppbaenictel $2, 000 
2. Domestic water system improvement___..--_---------------~-..-.... 4, 000 
3S. Batablich: water: righ tao sccnci ic cetsennsereeeennenetseceemtcetalsihian dibatelies 2, 000 
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INDIAN RANCH 


Background data on the Indian Ranch Rancheria, Inyo County 


The act of March 3, 1928 (45 Stat. 162), provided that “the following described 
lands in California be, and they are hereby withdrawn from entry, sale, or other 
disposition and set aside for the Indians of Indian Ranch, Inyo County, Cali- 
fornia: Provided, That the withdrawal hereby authorized shall be subject to 
any prior, valid right of any persons to the land described: * * * containing 560 
acres, more or less.” 

At that time, Mr. George Hanson was given an assignment to the total acreage. 

There are no Indian people living on the land. The original occupant has died 
and left eight heirs. 

The land has not been occupied for several years since there is no work in the 
valley, and the Indians must seek employment elsewhere. The land is leased 
to a non-Indian for grazing purposes. 

The Bureau renders services only because of the trust status of the land. It 
approves the leasing of the land to the non-Indian and distributes the proceeds 
among the heirs. 

On October 27, 1955, the eight heirs of Mr. George Hanson requested in writing 
that the land be sold and the proceeds divided among them. 

As of January 1956 the local Bureau of Indian Affairs listed the following 
amounts as necessary to effect withdrawal of Federal trusteeship: 
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MONTGOMERY CREEK 


Background data on the Montgomery Creek Rancheria, Shasta County 


The Hardin family has lived on this rancheria since the 1860’s. It was pur- 
chased with appropriated funds in 1914 for $400. At that time there were 72 Pit 
River Indians living in this area, but by 1933 the Hardin family remained alone, 
Today, Mr. William Hardin, age 70, is the sole occupant. There is no current 
official approved roll of the Indians who belong to this group. 

Mr. Hardin is the recipient of old-age assistance and augments his pension 
with produce from a clearing he has made at the homesite. 

This land is located about 3 miles from the village of Montgomery Creek. 
The land is of poor quality, rough and covered with brush. The water supply 
is from a spring. There is only a token road to the homesite. There are no 
liens against the lands because of any improvements. There is an Indian ceme- 
tery on this parcel. 

The Bureau has rendered services only in connection with the trust status of 
the land. There is an item in the 1958 budget of $26,000, to build a standard 
road. 

Mr. Hardin has asked in writing that fee title to the land be given to him. 
His assignment covers the total acreage. The local Bureau of Indian Affairs 
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officials estimated that the following sums would be necessary to effect the with- 
drawal of Federal trusteeship : 
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NEVADA CITY 
Background data on the Nevada City Rancheria, Nevada County 

By Executive Order 1772, of May 6, 1913, the President set aside 75.48 acres for 
the Nevada or Colony Indian Tribe, which is the present Nevada City Rancheria. 

The land is composed of forests and hillsides and is used primarily for a home- 
site and family gardening plot. It is assigned to the Pete Johnson family. The 
rancheria is located on an improved county road. 

The children of the Pete Johnson family (3 daughters and 1 son) are grown 
and no longer live on the rancheria. Mr. Johnson receives old-age assistance, 
and he and his wife live on that income with some garden produce as a supple 
ment. These old people get their water from a well. There are no liens against 
the lands because of any improvements. 

Mr. Johnson has asked in writing that he be given a fee patent to that part of 
the rancheria which he is using—some 40 acres. The local Bureau of Indian 
Affairs officials have estimated that the following sums will be necessary to 
effect the transfer of title: 
meer renrerentnnie. frogai 2502 OL JO ee eo ls Sl ek i _ $1, 000 
Rene TONSA OO ke el oS ee 
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PASKENTA 


Background data on the Paskenta Rancheria, Tehama County 


In 1914 there were 2 purchases to establish the rancheria for the Wintun 
Indians in the area: 111.12 acres were purchased for $2,240 and 148.16 were 
purchased for $1,000. At that time, 134 Indians were said to be living in that 
area. In 1922, 11 families, consisting of 27 people, lived on the rancheria. 
In 1933, the number had dropped to 18. Today, only one family uses the land 
for a homesite in the summertime. 

Paskenta is in a dry, isolated area, many miles from any development, and 
consequently has few employment opportunities. This no doubt accounts for the 
fact that it is used only by one family at this time. Mr. and Mrs. William 
Freeman and their granddaughter have an assignment covering 180 acres. Eighty 
acres are unassigned. There is no current roll of the other Indians who may 
have an interest in this land. 

The Bureau has an item of $22,000 in the 1958 budget to put an all-weather 
road on the tract of land. 

There is a lien of $226 against the land because of the water system that was 
installed several years ago. 

The Freeman family receives old-age assistance and the Bureau provides them 
with no service because of their status as Indians. Mr. and Mrs. Freeman asked 
in writing on December 28, 1955, that they be given fee title to their asignment. 
This would leave 80 acres unassigned. 

The following amounts would be necessary to effect withdrawal of Federal 
trusteeship and transfer of title: 


Land survey 
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QUARTZ VALLEY 


Background data on the Quartz Valley Rancheria, Siskiyou County 


History.—The rancheria was formed in 1937 when 364 acres were bought 
for $20,000 under the provisions of the Wheeler-Howard Act. In 1939, 240 
additional acres were purchased for $16,000 to form the 604-acres area of the 
rancheria. The group of Shasta and Upper Klamath Indians whose ancestors 
traditionally lived in this part of California organized as the Quartz Valley 
Indian Community on June 15, 1939, and were granted a charter on March 12, 
1940. 

People.—There were 48 Indians enrolled when the Quartz Valley Community 
was formed. A roll completed in 1955 lists 88 names, but only about half of 
the membership are living in Quartz Valley today. Five of the people living on 
the rancheria are over 65 years of age and there are the same number of school 
children. Most of the workers cultivate their assignments since the land is 
productive and they are able to make a living from agriculture. 

Land.—The rancheria lands were purchased for $36,000, or approximately S60 
per acre, in 1987 and 1989. Most of the land is favorable to irrigation; the 
balance is mountain land which is unassigned. An assignment consists of 20 
acres and at present 13 families are holding assignments. A water system, built 
by the Bureau in past years, is badly in need of repair at this time. There is a 
lien of $8,107 against the land because of this improvement. The Government 
owns no buildings at Quartz Valley, but there is a community building used 
as a church. There is no cemetery on trust lands at Quartz Valley. It is 
estimated that $50,000 will be needed to build the necessary 2 miles of access 
roads at Quartz Valley. 

Bureau services.—Services extended by the Bureau are limited to the trust 
status of the land; no social services are performed by the Bureau for the people 
living on the rancheria. The children are attending public school. Health and 
welfare needs of the Indians are met by local offices on the same basis as these 
services are extended to non-Indians. 

Attitude toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship—On November 27, 1956, 
the Quartz Valley Community, through its general council, requested that the 
Indians be given fee title to their assigned lands and that the unassigned land 
be conveyed to the community. <A copy of the resolution making the request 
was sent to Congressman Engle on December 3, 1956. The council asked in their 
resolution that an internal survey of the rancheria be made, that the lien against 
the land be canceled, that assistance be given to form a legal entity, and that 
the roads and water system be brought up to standard. 

Estimated cost to effect withdrawal of Federal trusteeship.—On January 3, 
1957, the local officials of the Bureau estimated the following amounts would be 
necessary to carry out the request of the council: 


Roads____- 
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REDDING 


Background data on the Redding Rancheria, Shasta County 

History.—In 1922, 30.89 acres of land were purchased for the 50 Pit River 
and other Indians living in the area, The cost was $3,860.87. Payment was 
made from funds appropriated by the act of August 1, 1914 (38 Stat. 582-589). 
The rancheria was established in the traditional homelands of the tribe. By 
1933, only 8 Indians were living on the land, but at present the population is 54. 
They are not organized under the Indian Reorganization Act. 

People.—These people work well as a group. They use their domestic water 
system in common. Fourteen family heads have informal assignments for the 
use of their total acreage. There are 6 wage earners among the assignees, 1 
being a non-Indian, Seven of the people living here are over 65 years of age 
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There are four children of school age. These people have both water and elec- 
tricity in their homes. There is no current roll of the present membership in 
this group. 

Land.—Redding Rancheria is 4 miles from Redding, Calif., a city of 12,000 
people. United States Highway No. 99 runs along one edge of the land. The 
land is valuable as homesite property near a city. In the past 5 years, the Bu- 
reau has expended $11,200 for roads and $6,644 for the domestic water systen. 
There is a lien against the land because of the last improvement. The well sup- 
plying the domestic water has become contaminated and a new one needs to 
be dug. 

Sources of income.—The wage earners are employed in the city of Redding 
where employment opportunities are plentiful. They supplement their wages 
by produce from their homesite lands. The average annual income compares 
favorably with the income of the area. 

Bureau services.—The Bureau performs services because the land is in trust 
status. It renders no services to these people because they are Indians except 
that the local school district receives money under the Johnson O'Malley contract. 

Attitude toward withdrawal of F'ederal trusteeship.—On October 15, 1955, the 
group passed a resolution requesting the Government to give them fee title to 
their assignments, and that an internal survey be made in order that each person 
may have a legal description of his land. They further asked that the lien of 
$6,644 against their land be canceled. 

Estimated cost to effect withdrawal of Federal trusteeship.—At that time the 
local Bureau of Indian Affairs’ officials estimated that the following amounts 
would be necessary to effect the transfer of title: 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., April 17, 1957. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. ENGLE: Your committee has requested a report on H. R. 2576, a bill 
to provide for the distribution of the land and assets of certain Indian ra>herias 
and reservations in California, and for other purposes. 

We recommend that the bill be enacted. A few minor amendments are sug- 
gested below. 

Each of the Indian groups involved has requested by formal resolution the 
distribution of the rancheria assets, and we believe that the Indians are ready 
for such action. A background statement regarding each rancheria or reserva- 
tion, and an analysis of the bill, are enclosed. A copy of the resolution from 
each group requesting the enactment of legislation along the lines of the bill will 
be furnished for committee files when hearings are held. 

For several years the Congress has had under consideration various proposals 
to terminate Federal responsibilities for all Indian property in California. In 
response to House Congressional Resolution 108, 88d Congress, this Department 
submitted to Congress on January 4, 1954, a proposed bill for that purpose. It 
was introduced as H. R. 7322 and 8S. 7249, and extensive hearings were held. 
Similar bills had been considered by the 82d Congress (H. R. 7490, H. R. 7491, 
and §. 3005). As was to be expected in connection with a proposal that involved 
so many people with differing interests (the Indian population of the State is 
approximately 36,000), a variety of opinions regarding the merits of the proposal 
were expressed. 

Although the State legislature had memorialized Congress in 1951 to dispense 
with all restrictions on California Indians (S, J. Res. No. 29, ch. 123, Calif. 
Stats., May 18, 1951), and a representative of the Governor’s Office had testified 
in favor of the bills for that purpose in the 82d Congress, when the congressional 
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hearings were held in 1954 the State representatives asked for a delay in order 
that some of the details might be considered further. Since that time the State 
senate interim committee on California Indian affairs (created by Senate Reso- 
lution No. 115, Senate Journal, June 10, 1953, p. 4125) has conducted extensive 
investigations throughout the State and is currently preparing its recommenda- 
tions. We understand that the recommendations will probably be in terms of a 
bill of statewide applicability, as were the bills before the 82d and 83d Con- 
resses. 

s Meanwhile, plans were worked out for immediate action with selected groups 
in California who want an immediate termination of Federal trust responsibili- 
ties without waiting for the enactment of a bill of statewide applicability. This 
is the purpose of H. R. 2576. It involves 11 rancherias, approximately 455 per- 
sons, and approximately 1,288 acres of trust land. 

The most densely populated rancheria in this group is Pinoleville with 107 
residents. All of the other rancherias have less than 100 residents. There are 
no people living on the Mark West Rancheria. Upper Lake is the largest 
rancheria with 561 acres, and Graton is the smallest with 15 acres. Guidiville 
has 2483 acres and the 8 remaining rancherias have less than 100 acres each. 

The following amendments are suggested : 

1. On page 3, line 21, to page 4, line 1, delete the first sentence of subsection 
8 (b) and insert in lieu thereof ‘“‘To complete any construction or improvement 
required to bring Indian Bureau roads serving the rancherias or reservations 
up to adequate standards comparable to standards for similar roads of the State 
or subdivision thereof.” 

2. On page 6, line 9, change the period to a comma and add “without applica- 
tion from such Indians, including but not limited to the creation of a trust 
for such Indians’ property with a trustee selected by the Secretary, or the pur- 
chase by the Secretary of annuities for such Indians.” This addition clarifies 
but does not change the meaning of the original language. 

3. On page 6, lines 12 and 13, delete “‘as amended, are hereby revoked” and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘shall be revoked by the Secretary when a plan is ap- 
proved by a majority of the adult Indians of the Community pursuant to sub- 
section 2 (b) of this Act.” 


4. On page 3, between lines 13 and 14, insert a new subsection (e) as fol- 
lows: 

“(e) For the purposes of this Act, the assets of the Upper Lake Rancheria 
shall include the 160 acre tract set aside as a wood reserve for the Upper Lake 
Indians by Secretarial Order dated February 15, 1907.” 

5. On page 1, line 9, delete “and”, change the period to a comma, and add 
“Smith River, Cache River, Alexander Valley, Hopland, and Scotts Valley.” 
Each of these groups has asked to be included in the bill, and background state- 
ments regarding them are enclosed. 

6. On page 4, line 22, revise section 4 to read as follows: 

“Seo. 4. Nothing in this Act shall abrogate any water right that exists by vir- 
tue of the laws of the United States. To the extent that the laws of the State 
of California are not now applicable to any water right appurtenant to any lands 
involved herein they shall continue to be inapplicable while the water right is in 
Indian ownership for a period not to exceed fifteen years after the conveyance 
pursuant to this Act of an unrestricted title thereto, and thereafter the ap- 
plicability of such laws shall be without prejudice to the priority of any such 
right not theretofore based upon State law.” 

This change avoids an ambiguity in the phrase “Indian water right.” It also 
makes clear that at the end of the time specified (a matter of 15 years) the 
priority of any right based upon Federal law will not be prejudiced. Finally, 
the authority of the Attorney General to represent the Indians during the 15- 
year interim period in connection with water-tight controversies is made per- 
missive rather than mandatory. 

The expenditures contemplated by this bill for roads and training will be 
absorbed in the regular appropriation requests for the Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs. The additional expenditures involved in this bill, together with those 
involved in the 3 similar bills before your committee with respect to different 
rancherias, are estimated at approximately $222,450 for all 4 bills. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


HATFIELD CHILSON, 


Acting Secretary of the Interior. 
93082—57 
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ANALYSIS OF H. R. 2576 


Section 1 of the bill specifies the rancherias and reservations involved and 
directs the distribution of their assets in accordance with the provisions of 
the bill. 

Section 2 of the bill requires the Indians involved, or the Secretary of the 
Interior after consultation with the Indians, to prepare a plan for distributing 
the assets, or for selling the assets and distributing the proceeds of sale, or for 
conveying the assets to a corporation designated by the group or to the members 
of the group as tenants in common. General notice of the plan must be given, 
and after the Indians affected have been given an opportunity to object the 
plan must be submitted to the vote of the Indians who will participate in the 
distribution. If a majority of those voting approve the plan, it will be carried 
out. No provision is made for any further action if a plan is not approved. 

Attention is directed to the fact that no provision is made for preparing a 
membership roll for each rancheria or reservation. The preparation of such 
rolls would be impracticable because the groups are not well defined. Moreover, 
the lands were for the most part acquired or set aside by the United States for 
Indians in California generally, rather than for a specific group of Indians, and 
the consistent practice has been to select by administrative action the individual 
Indians who may use the land. The bill provides for the distribution of the 
land, or the proceeds from the sale of the land, primarily on the basis of plans 
prepared or approved by these administratively selected users of the land. 

Section 3 of the bill requires the Secretary of the Interior to make any surveys 
that are necessary to convey marketable titles, to complete the construction of 
any access roads that are scheduled for transfer to the State or local government, 
to install or rehabilitate the irrigation or domestic water systems that he and 
the Indians agree within a reasonable time should be completed by the United 
States, to cancel all reimbursable debts that are charges against the land, and 
to make any land exchanges that are desirable before the Federal trust is 
terminated. 

Section 4 of the bill affirms present Indian water rights, makes inapplicable 
for 15 years the California law with respect to loss of water rights by nonuse 
if the land remains in Indian ownership, and requires the Attorney General of 
the United States to represent the Indians in any proceedings during that period 
involving their water rights. 

Section 5 of the bill authorizes the disposition of Federal property on the 
rancherias or reservations that is not needed for the administration of Indian 
affairs. 

Section 6 of the bill requires the distribution of all funds held by the United 
States in trust for the Indians of the rancherias or reservations. 

Section 7 of the bill protects pending claims. 

Section 8 of the bill provides for protecting the interest of minors and in- 
competents by guardianship proceedings or by such other means as the Secretary 
deems adequate. which includes the use of private trusts if advisable. 

Section 9 of the bill revokes a constitution and charter issued under the Indian 
Reorganization Act. 

Section 10 of the bill provides for an accelerated program of education and 
vocational training before the assets are distributed. 

Section 11 of the bill authorizes the issuance of necessary rules, regulations, 
and conveyancing instruments. 

Section 12 of the bill authorizes necessary appropriations. 


BLUE LAKE 


Background data on the Blue Lake Rancheria, Humboldt County 

History.—The residents of the rancheria belong to the Wiyot Tribe of Cali- 
fornia Indians, and are generally known as the Humboldt Bay Indians. As far 
as is known, they have always lived on the northern California coast in the 
vicinity of Humboldt Bay. At the present time, there are very few fullbloods 
among the group. The Blue Lake Rancheria was established in 1908 when a 
26-acre tract was purchased for $1,500 with funds appropriated by the act of 
June 21, 1906 (31 Stat. 325-333), and the act of April 30, 1908 (35 Stat. 70-76) : 
which made available funds “to purchase for the use of the Indians in the State 
of California * * * suitable tracts or parcels of land, water, and water rights 
in the said State. * * * ” The Indians are not organized under the Indian 
Reorganization Act. 
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People——When the rancheria was established by purchase in 1908, there were 
45 Indians in the group. By 1933 this number had increased to 70, but at the 
present time only 27 Indians are living on the rancheria. Of this group, 14 are 
minors and 3 are over 65 years of age. All of the children attend public school. 
The Indians use the rancheria primarily for homesites. The group does not have 
a current approved roll. 

Land.—The 26 acres of the Blue Lake Rancheria are held in trust by the 
United States Government for the Indians in California. The domestic water for 
the group living here is obtained from the city of Blue Lake. The roads on the 
rancheria are maintained by Humboldt County. The lower end of the rancheria 
is subject to occasional floods by the Mad River. There are five informal assign- 
ments to the lands. The quality of the land is such that it can be used only 
for homesites, and there is very little subsistence gardening. 

Sources of income.—The principal source of income for the group is from 
seasonal farmwork. Those who qualify receive social-security aids and cate- 
gorical welfare assistance from Humboldt County with no distinction being made 
because they are Indians. 

Bureau services.—The only service that the Bureau renders the group is in 
connection with the trust status of the 26 acres of land. There is a Johnson- 
O’Malley educational contract with the State of California, and the Blue Lake 
School District receives funds under this contract because of the Indian chil- 
dren attending its public school. For the fiscal year 1958, the Bureau has an 
item of $11,000 on its budget for roads on the rancheria. 

Attitude toward termination of Federal trusteeship.—The Indians on the Blue 
Lake Rancheria passed a resolution on December 15, 1955, requesting that the 
residents of this rancheria be given an unencumbered fee patent to the rancheria 
lands. They request that their rancheria be surveyed in order that each as- 
signee may have a legal description of his assignment. 

Special problems in connection with the termination of Federal relationships.— 
As of December 1955 the estimated funds necessary to carry out the wishes of 
the group were— 
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ELK VALLEY 


Background data on the Elk Valley Rancheria, (Crescent City), Del Norte 
County 


History.—The 100-acre rancheria was purchased in 1909 with funds made 
available under the acts of June 21, 1906, and April 30, 1908, “to purchase for 
the use of the Indians of the State of California * * * suitable tracts or parcels 
of land, water, and water rights in the said State. * * *” The cost was $3,500. 
There were 50 people living on the land when the rancheria was purchased. 
The tribal group belongs to the Smith River Tribe and the Athapaskon group, 
which has always made its home in the area where the rancheria is now located. 
These people have an informal tribal organization with elected officers, but they 
are not organized under the Indian Reorganization Act. 

People.—In 1933 there were as few as 10 people on the rancheria. Today 61 
people make their home on the land. The total acreage is assigned to 24 as- 
signees, and none of it is used as community property. These people do not 
ordinarily function as an Indian community. Each assignee uses his plot of 
ground as a homesite. The water system is not communal. Nine of the wage 
earners living on the rancheria are non-Indians. Nine of the assignees are not 
living on their assignments; and two plots have been rented to non-Indians. 
The group does not have a current approved roll. 

Land.—The rancheria is surveyed into 20 plots, about 5 acres each. The 
survey does not seem satisfactory for title purposes. There is an improved 
county road on two sides of the rancheria. The land is generally of poor 
quality. xcept for homesite clearings, it is covered with scattered brush 
growth. 
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Sources of income.—The wage earners work away from the rancheria in the 
lumber industry. This is practically the only type of work available in the 
area, and those who want other employment must go elsewhere for it. Those 
who work in the lumber industry make wages adequate to support their families, 
since none of them have requested categorical aids from the county. Five of 
the people here receive old-age assistance. 

Bureau services.—Services are extended by the Bureau because of the trust 
status of the land; no social services are performed by the Bureau for the 
people living on the rancheria. Del Norte County receives payments under the 
Johnson O’Malley educational contract because Indian pupils are attending 
its public schools. The county furnishes bus service. A road costing $19,700 
was completed by the Bureau within the past 2 years, which brings the road 
system on the rancheria up to county standards. 

Attitudes toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship—On August 31, 1955, at 
a general council meeting, the group voted (21 of the 24 assignees were present) 
to request the Government to issue to them fee title to their assignments. They 
asked that water be made available to each of the plots and that an internal 
survey be made in order that each assignee may have the legal description of 
his land. It was further requested that the lien of $765.07 against the rancheria 
be canceled. 

Estimated cost to effect withdrawal of Federal trusteeship.—On August 31, 
1955, it was estimated that the following funds must be expended to meet the 
needs of the Indians: 
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GUIDIVILLE 


Background data on the Guidiville Rancheria, Mendocino County 


History—Guidiville Rancheria was established in 1909 when a 50-acre tract 
was purchased for $2,000. The plot was enlarged by the purchase of another 
34 acres in 1912 for $2,100. Executive order of 1912 added further to the lands. 
The present acreage is 243. The people living here belong to the Pomo Tribe. 
This general area is the traditional homeland of these Indians and the ran- 
cheria was established where they have always lived. The group living here 
now has an informal tribal organization with elected officers. They are not 
formally organized. 

People—There were 92 people on the rancheria when it was established. By 
1933, the number had dropped to 38, and today 32 people make their home on 
the land. They consist of seven family groups with eleven wage earners. They 
are using the land for homesites with limited agricultural enterprises. Four 
of the residents are over 65. The group does not have a current approved roll. 

Land—tThirty-eight acres of the rancheria are used for homesites and limited 
agricultural enterprises by 11 assignees. They have informal assignments to 
the plots that they are using. These individual assignments have the approval 
of the group. The remaining 213 acres are leased to a non-Indian. There is a 
domestic water system built several years ago with a lien of $1,867.22 against 
the land because of this improvement. An access road is being built during the 
present fiscal year which will meet the standards set by the county. 

Sources of income—Several of the residents have vineyards and make part 
of their livelihood by this means. They augment this income with wages from 
seasonal agricultural work and other miscellaneous type of rural employment. 
If they qualify for public assistance, it is granted to them with no distinctions 
being made because they are Indians. 

Bureau services—An appropriation of $40,176 was made to build an adequate 
road which will be finished in 1957. Payments are made to the school district 
under the Johnson O’Malley contract for the Indian children attending public 
school. The Bureau renders services in connection with leasing the grazing 
land and at the present time an IIM account ($300) is maintained by the 
Bureau from funds derived from this leasing. 

Attitudes toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship—On October 20, 1955, 
the residents of the rancheria passed a resolution requesting that the United 
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States Government transfer to the individuals the fee title to their individual 
tracts, and that the mountain and grazing land be patented to the group. They 
further ask that a survey be made so that each assignee will receive a legal 
description of his property, that the lien against the land be canceled, and that 
a legal entity be established to accept and maintain the land that will be leased. 

Estimated cost to effect withdrawal of Federal trusteeship—In December of 
1955, the local Bureau of Indian Affairs’ officials estimated that the following 
sums would be necessary to effect withdrawal : 
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GRATON 


Background data on the Graton Rancheria (Sabastapol), Sonoma County 


History.—The land of the Graton Rancheria was purchased for $2,100 in 1915 
with funds appropriated by the act of August 1, 1914 (88 Stat. 582-589), “to 
purchase for the use of the Indians of the State of California * * * suitable 
tracts or parcels of land, water, and water rights in the said State * * *.” 
The Pomo Indians who live here are in their traditional homeland. The group 
is not organized, either formally or informally. 

People-—There were 76 Indians of the Pomo Tribe living on the land when 
the rancheria was established. A check in 1933 revealed no Indians to be living 
on the land, but at the present time there are 7 people making their home here. 
They are all adults except for one 10-year-old girl. Four people have informal 
assignments; 2 of them are over 65. They use the land only as a rural home- 
site. The group does not have a current approved roll. 

Land.—The rancheria contains only 15.45 acres. The land is steep timber- 
land and there are probably a few merchantable trees on the tract. It is ade- 
quately served by a paved road. There are no liens against the rancheria 
because of any improvements. 

Sources of income.—The three wage earners work in the lumber industry of 
the area. They do not augment their income with subsistence gardening. Their 
income is only adequate to maintain essential homesites with no modern im- 
provements. 

Bureau services.—The Bureau renders no services to the group as people; it 
is only responsible for the trust status of the land. 

Attitude toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship—The people who have 
assignments to this 15-acre tract asked on December 13, 1955, that they be given 
fee title to the parcel and that it be surveyed so that each assignee might have 
legal description to his assignment. 

Estimated cost of withdrawal of Federal trusteeship—It was estimated in 
December of 1955 that the following funds would be necessary to effect the 
transfer of title: 
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MARK WEST 


Background data on the Mark West Rancheria, Sonoma County 


The records indicate that this rancheria was acquired in 1916. It consists of 35 
acres assigned to Mr. William B. Steele. Mr. Steele has a wife, a stepson who 
is 24 years old, 2 daughters (15 and 10 years old), and a son 12 years of age. 
The family lives at 126 Scott Street, Santa Rosa, Calif. Mr. Steele is the sole 
assignee to the rancheria. 

The acreage is brush-hillside land with some trees and grazing land. The 
external boundaries need to be surveyed. Water is obtained from a spring and 
there are no apparent water-right problems. There are no roads and there is no 
lien. The rancheria has been unoccupied for several years. The Steele family 
recently did some improvement work on the rancheria, and apparently intends 
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to build a home there and use the land within the near future. Mr. Steele is 
employed in Santa Rosa and expects to keep his regular job if he uses the 
rancheria as a homesite. 

On December 12, 1955, Mr. Steele requested that he be given fee title to this 
tract of land after a survey had been made to determine the legal description 
of the property. At that time it was estimated that the following amount 
would be necessary to effect transfer of title: 
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PINOLEVILLE 


Background data on the Pinoleville Rancheria, Mendocino County 


History.—This rancheria was established in 1911 when 95.28 acres were pur- 
chased for $8,500 with funds appropriated by the acts of June 21, 1906 (31 Stat. 
325-333), and April 30, 1908 (35 Stat. 70-76); “to purchase for the use of the 
Indians in the State of California * * * suitable tracts or parcels of land, water, 
and water rights in the said State. * * *” The 130 Indians who were living 
in the area at the time of purchase belonged to the Pomo Tribe, and this 
rancheria was established in their traditional homeland. By 1933, the number 
had dropped to 75. At the present time there are 107 Indians living at Pinoleville. 

People.—There are 15 family groups on the land, each with an assignment 
(one being to the school lot). They form a well-organized community with 
elected officers who speak for the group. At the present time they hold, through 
a trustee, additional land adjacent to the rancheria that is not in trust. These 
Indians have displayed initiative by developing and improving their land into 
very good vineyards. They live in well-kept homes. At one time the Bureau 
maintained a school at the rancheria, but now all of the children of school age 
attend public school in the county. The group prepared a tribal roll in 1947, 
but it has not been kept current. There are some tribal members who do not 
live on the rancheria, having left to work in jobs in the surrounding area. 

Land.—The land is a short distance from the town of Ukiah, Calif. It is con- 
sidered improved land with vineyards and orchards. A creek runs through the 
land, which is subject to annual floods. Some work has been done in coopera- 
tion with the other landowners in the area, but the flood conditions are not 
completely controlled by the revetments. A water system was installed at the 
rancheria several years ago in connection with the school and teacherage. It 
remains today, and a lien of $2,585.65 is against the property because of this 
work. United States Highway No. 101 runs along the east edge of the land and 
there are access roads to the homesites from the highway. These roads need 
to be brought up to county standards. The assignees have installed and main- 
tained their own pressure water systems, but it could be improved considerably. 
The United States Government buildings on the rancheria are being used by the 
Indians, the schoolhouse as a community building, and the teacherage as a 
residence, and the shop buildings for storage purposes. 

Sources of income.—The sources of income for the heads of families are ex- 
tremely varied and include income from the sale of grapes from the assigned 
land. Several members of the group have specific trades including welders, 
mechanics, carpenters, plumbers, etc. One member has been a postal service 
employee for a number of years. Several members are contractors of farm 
work including pruning and crop harvesting. Probably one-half of the adult 
members receive most of their income through wage work on the local farms and 
in the local timber industry. The economic position of this rancheria has im- 
proved since 1934. Many of the assignments have been made productive and 
many of the families now have substantial homes. Also, work is available for 
most everyone throughout the year due to a great influx of industry into the 
immediate vicinity during the last few years. 

Bureau services.—The public school which the rancheria children attend re- 
eeives financial assistance under the Johnson O’Malley educational contract. 
The Bureau has a cooperative fire control agreement with the California Divi- 
sion of Forestry. The Bureau has an agreement with Mendocino County in 
which the county agrees to accept full responsibility for future construction and 
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maintenance on Indian roads after these have been constructed and to a mu- 
tually agreed standard and rights transferred to the county. There is an item in 
the Bureau’s budget for 1958 amounting to $17,000 for roadbuilding on this 
rancheria. 

Attitude toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship—At a general council 
meeting held at their rancheria on September 23, 1955, the group voted to have 
the United States Government transfer the fee title to their individual tracts. 
They asked that the roads on the land be brought up to the county standards; 
that a survey be made of their land so that each assignee could have a legal 
description of his property; that the lien against the land be canceled. They 
also ask that a domestic water system be installed. 

Estimated cost to effect withdrawal of Federal trusteeship—By local Bureau 
of Indian Affairs’ officials in September of 1955: 


Eeliieee Wier Wy Se ERE es ie td 8 ee er) ee $1, 500 
Welter ammeter I Be Le IO eee 10, 000 
Legal assistance_________ wicket kth sit bap hee eeiie ye SE 1, 000 
Property appreimel. oe Se Se Se Ss See ee 400 
Soll and niclature eiidervationi=. os i es ee Sh ek 2, 000 
Prowmrim ing amd Pris os ee eee ee 3, 000 

OE a pi a ek ee a ea ee eee 17, 900 


POTTER VALLEY 


Background data on the Potter Valley Rancheria, Mendocino County 


History.—In 1909, 16 acres of land were bought for $2,000 for the 72 Pomo 
Indians in the area, under the acts of June 21, 1906 (31 Stat., 325-333), and 
April 30, 1908 (35 Stat., 70-76), which made available funds “to purchase for the 
use of the Indians in the State of California * * * suitable tracts or parcels of 
land, water, and water rights in the said State * * *.” An Executive order a 
few years later set aside for this group an additional 80 acres which was not 
contiguous to the original purchase tract and has never been used by these people 
as a homesite. The 16-acre tract is located in the general area where the tribe 
has always made its home. In 1933, the number of people using this land for 
homesites dropped to 15, and at the present time 18 people live here. The group 
is not organized under the Indian Reorganization Act. 

People.—The 16-acre plot is assigned to 7 family groups under informal as- 
signments. One of the assignees is married to a non-Indian. There are only 
two children of school age living on the rancheria. One of the assignees is 
over 65 years of age. These people do not have a current roll of their member- 
ship. 

Land.—The 16-acre tract that is used for homesites is in need of access roads 
to adequately serve the homesites. There are no roads or other improvements 
on the 80-acre mountain plot. The homesite tract is not especially good land, 
but the occupants do have family truck gardens. Each assignee has his own 
water supply from individual wells, and they are not interested in a community 
water system. At one titne the sum of $233 was collected by the Bureau because 
of either a lease or a trespass and that amount is held in the individual money 
account of the group in Sacramento. There is no regular source of income for 
this group. There is no lien against the land because of any improvement. 

Sources of income.—One of the seven family heads is on an old-age assistance 
grant; the others work for wages in the surrounding area. The work is seasonal 
and the average income is only adequate to meet the minimum needs. Their in- 
come is augmented somewhat by gardening produce. 

Bureau services.—The Bureau renders services only because of the trust status 
of the land; all other services are provided to the people by the county. There is 
an item of $19,000 in the Bureau’s 1958 budget to build necessary roads on the 
rancheria. The local school district receives payments under the Johnson 
O’Malley educational contract for the two children who attend public school. 

Attitude toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship.—All of the Indians who 
have assignments on the rancheria asked by resolution dated December 11, 1955, 
that they be given fee title to their assignments after the road system has been 
completed. They also asked that they be given legal assistance in forming a 
corporation to accept and manage their mountain property. 
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Estimated cost to effect withdrawal of Federal trusteeship.—The local Bureau 
of Indian Affairs’ officials estimated that the following amounts would be neces- 
sary to effect withdrawal as of December 14, 1945: 
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REDWOOD VALLEY 


Background data on the Redwood Valley Rancheria, Mendocino County 


History.—In 1909, 80 acres of land were purchased for $2,000 to form the Red- 
wood Valley Rancheria. There were about 51 Pomo Indians in the area at that 
time. The rancheria was established in that part of California where the group 
had always lived. Funds for the purchase of this land were appropriated by the 
acts of June 21, 1906 (31 Stat., 325-333), and April 30, 1908 (35 Stat., 70-76), 
which provided money “to purchase for the use of the Indians in the State of 
California * * * suitable tracts or parcels of land, water, and water rights in 
the said State * * *” The people living on the Redwood Valley Rancheria are 
organized informally, but not under the Indian Reorganization Act. 

People.—The rancheria population in 1933 was 31. Today it is 56, comprising 
11 families. There is no approved roll for this group, but they consider people 
who do not have assignments and who live elsewhere as members. Four of the 
assignees are 65 years of age or over. There are only six children of school age 
in this group, and the same number of preschool children. The housing stand- 
ards of this group are poor. 

Land.—in the past 5 years the Bureau of Indian Affairs has built internal 
roads on this rancheria at a cost of $15,900. The land is divided into homesite 
plots of 4.98 acres each and there is no central water system. There is no lien 
against the land because of any improvement. The land is of a poor quality and 
affords only homesites with no produce from gardening. 

Sources of income.—Employment opportunities are nonexistent on this ranch- 
eria and are scarce in the area. This makes it necessary for the wage earners to 
depend upon seasonal work, mostly of an agricultural nature. As a consequence, 
their annual income is not always adequate and they apply for social welfare 
from the county. 

Bureau services.—Services are rendered by the Bureau only because of the 
trust states of the land. 

Attitude toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship—By resolution dated 
October 19, 1955, these people asked that the present assignees be given to their 
parcels after a survey has been made. They also requested that a water system 
be installed on the rancheria, and that they be given assistance in the formula- 
tion of an entity to take over and manage this improvement. 

Estimated cost to effect withdrawal of Federal irusteeship—tThe local officials 
of the Bureau of Indian Affairs estimated the following amounts would be 
necessary to effect transfer : 
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(COMMITTEE Note.—See p. 106 for background data on Robinson Rancheria.) 


ROH NERVILLE 


Background data on the Rohnerville Rancheria, Humboldt County 


History.—In 1922, 16 acres were purchased with appropirated funds at a cost 
of $434. An estimated 15 Indians of the Wiyot Tribe, were living on this land 
at the time the land was purchased. Today, there are 40 people making their 
homes on the rancheria. 

People-——There are eight wage earners on the rancheria and each of them 
has an assignment. Four of them are over 65 years of age. There are 11 chil- 








CALIFORNIA INDIANS, 1957 3o7 


dren of school age. There are 10 homes (low standard) on the rancheria, con- 
structed by the assignees. These people do not have an approved current mem- 
bership roll, but they work together as a group and have arrived at the land 
use by mutual consent. 

Land.—On the rancheria an assignment consists of a homesite of about 1 
acre, and a wood lot of about the same area. The homesites are on the upper 
half of the strip of land, with the woodlots on the lower half. An adequate 
road is needed through the woodlot to the homesites. A domestic water system 
was installed recently and there is a lien against the land in the amount of 
$1,981.34 because of this improvement. This rancheria does not have a ceme- 
tery, and the group holds no other property in common. 

Sources of income.—The workers depend upon miscellaneous work in the 
adjacent area, usually in the woods and the lumber industry. They receive 
welfare aid from the county with no distinction being made because they are 
Indians. 

Bureau services——The Bureau renders services only because the land is in a 
trust status. A domestic water system was installed recently and there is an 
item in the 1958 budget in the amount of $23,000 to build a standard road for 
the rancheria. The local school district receives Johnson O’Malley educational 
contract funds. 

Attitude toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship—On September 1, 1955, 
this group, through their informal organization, passed a resolution asking that 
the United States Government transfer to them the fee title to their individual 
shares of this tract. They asked that the road system be completed before this 
is done, and that the land be surveyed so that each assignee may have a legal 
description of his land. They want the lien to be cancelled, and assistance to 
form a legal entity to take over and manage their water system. 

Estimated costs to effect withdrawal of Federal trusteeship.—The local Bureau 
of Indian Affairs’ officials at Sacramento estimated that the following amounts 
would be necessary to transfer title: 


Land eurvey..i.....s 22 oe ee ee ee oie $1, 000 
Desgel  aenistanee: 12h th eae ab ee eee 1, 000 
Property appratee). 2b ei a lees 250 
Programing and planning. «osm. ss teint centind ine li 1, 500 

POC a Se Be Sa ee ee ee 3, 750 


TABLE BLUFF 


Background data on the Table Bluff Rancheria, Humboldt County 


History.—This 20-acre plot was bought in 1908 for $3,000 for the 60 Indians 
reputed to be living in the area at that time. Appropriated funds were used to 
buy the land. These funds were made available under the acts of June 21, 1906 
(31 Stat., 325-333), and April 30, 1908 (35 Stat.. 70-76), which provided money 
“to purchase for the use of the Indians in the State of California * * * suitable 
tracts or parcels of land, water, and water rights in the said State * * *.” 

People.—In 1933, the number of people using the land had increased to 75, 
but at the present time there are 38 people living here. They comprise 14 family 
groups with 14 wage earners. All of the children of school age attend public 
school at the town of Lighthouse near the rancheria. These people have no formal 
tribal organization, but they operate informally in making land assignments. 
There is no approved current membership roll for these Indians. 

Land.—This 20 acres of land is served by two county roads, with access roads 
maintained by the users of the homesites. The land serves primarily for rural 
homesites, but there are some cultivated family gardens. Each assignee has 
installed and maintains his own well. There are no liens against the property 
because of any former improvements. 

Sources of income.—The wage earners here must leave home to find work. 
They work for wages in the lumber industry and in other miscellaneous work. 
If the family needs welfare assistance, they receive it from the county on the 
same basis as other applicants. 

Bureau services.—The Bureau renders no services to these people except in 
connection with the trust status of the land. No improvements on the land were 
made and there is no lien against it. The local school district receives payments 
under the Johnson O’Malley contract because of the Indian children who attend 
their public schools. 
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Attitude toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship.—On September 21, 1955, 
this group asked by resolution that they be given fee title to their individual 
tracts after a survey had been made to ascertain the legal description of each 
assignment. 

Estimated cost to effect withdrawal of Federal trusteeship.—At that time, the 
local Bureau of Indian Affairs’ officials estimated that the amounts needed to 
effect transfer of title would be as follows: 


ie inde cr ebcaiee aa epee eaoree merece ae $1, 000 
eerie aeletate ae sctnertae ap 500 
I PR ete ea p aren Genes en carer Serene mene 1 550 
POROUS AOE WAUNNe chen nee aedhee aaa = epee eek mane Se eee 500 


Total 


UPPER LAKE 


Background data on the Upper Lake Rancheria, Lake County 

In 1908, 143 acres were bought for the 285 Pomo Indians making their home 
at Upper Lake at a cost of $5,000. This land forms the nucleus of the present 
rancheria. Ninety-nine acres were added in 1936 and another 159 acres in 1941, 
under the Indian Reorganization Act. Each of these parcels cost $11,000. By 
Secretarial order of February 15, 1907, a 160-acre tract was set aside “as a 
woodlot for the Upper Lake Indians until such time as it may be secured to them 
either by Executive order or congressional action.” Another rancheria was 
subsequently established in 1909 at Robinson for a number of Upper Lake Indians. 
Neither the Upper Lake group nor the Robinson group made exclusive use of the 
woodlot until 1953 when the group at Upper Lake negotiated to sell some timber 
on the tract. If proposed legislation designates the parcel as part of the Upper 
Lake Rancheria there would be no question of title. This group is organized 
under the Indian Reorganization Act and has an approved roll. The following 
resolution is quoted to give facts about the rancheria: 

“Be it resolved by the Upper Lake Pomo Indian Community, Upper Lake, Cali- 
fornia, a legal community organization established and approved by the Secretary 
of the Interior November 5, 1941. 

“Whereas Federal responsiblity for administering the affairs of individual 
Indian tribes should be terminated as rapidly as the circumstances of each tribe 
will permit. This should be accomplished by arrangements with the proper 
public bodies of the political subdivisions to assume responsiblity for the services 
customarily enjoyed by non-Indian residents of such political subdivisions and by 
distribution of tribal assets among the individual members, or to the tribe as a 
unit, whichever may appear to be the better plan in each case. In addition, 
responsiblity for trust properties should be transferred to the Indians them- 
selves, either as groups or individuals, as soon as feasible; 

“Whereas it is not right to claim that the tribes being subjected to the termi- 
nation bill are competent to handle their own affairs while the bills vest in the 
Secretary of Interior final authority to determine in what manner the Indians 
shall be made to handle their own affairs. 

“Now, therefore, the tribal members of the Upper Lake Pomo Indian Commu- 
nity, a legal community organized under the Reorganization Act of June 18, 1934, 
under the corporate name, Upper Lake Pomo Indian Community, has worked suc- 
cessfully in managing and financing their business and homes under this organized 
setup, so now we believe we have advanced to where we are competent enough 
to handle our community and individual affairs when released from under Fed- 
eral supervision. 

“I. Membership consists of 76 adults and children. Adults 39; 37 children, 11 
of these children are entered in the local public schools; the rest are under 
school age. 

“II. Tribal property consists of 2 parcels of land which total 561 acres of land. 
One parcel of land consists of 401 acres; this is where the homesites, farming, 
and hill pastureland is situated. There are 21 homes on this place; 17 are I. R. 
and R. houses. One member purchased a small house from the tribe which was 
included with the purchase of the property ; two other members have built their 
homes on house lots approved through the council. All homes are equipped with 
modern inside facilities. The domestic water is piped from two deep wells 
which all houseowners share the right-of-way and pay equally accumulated 
bills resulting from usage and repairs. 
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“Farmable land consists of approximately 110 acres of land of which all 
the land has been assigned through the council to individual tribal members 
who have qualified under the bylaws and land code set up by the community. 
Forty-eight acres are planted in pear trees, 20 acres in walnut trees ; 42 acres are 
used for seasonal crops and garden lots. 

“Hill pastureland consists of approximately 240 acres which is rented on yearly 
basis for pasture to neighboring farmers or stockowners and the money is used 
as a tribal fund, handled through tribal officers of whom the tribal treasurer is 
bonded, and the money is deposited in our local bank. 

“The second parcel of land is a 160-acre woodlot, situated approximately 5 
miles north of Upper Lake town, sec. 15, T. 16 N., R. 10 W., SY4ANE%; BYSEY 
Mount Diablo meridian. It is used as a wood reserve for fuel and timber 
growing. 

“In July 1953 we assumed the responsibility of cutting timber from a place to 
build a community building for the tribe; after cutting started we were stopped 
by the area office in Sacramento stating we were not owners of the woodlot. 
After all these years, they have given us the impression of ownership. We have 
signed through our community executive committee annual liability and asset 
report sheets determining valuation and title of property to our tribal organiza- 
tion. Now it stands as an unsettled question awaiting ownership approval from 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

“TII. The Government roads running through the tribal property have been 
repaired and oiled within the year and the council has approved by a resolution 
to turn these roads over to the county, which now is awaiting approval by the 
county and State for acceptance. These roads, we believe, are used more by the 
non-Indian or public than the tribe and we believe the care and maintenance 
should be the county’s responsibility. The school buses drive into the reservation 
for the Indian schoolchildren, who all attend the public schools. The county 
provides bus shelters which consist of two for the Indian children. School 
lunches are paid for by the parent or guardian and those who need assistance are 
cared for the same as the non-Indians. Hot lunches are served at the school 
at a nominal fee. 

“IV. The older Indians, which total 11, all have and live in I. R. and R. houses 
and either receive social security, veterans, or county old age benefits. 

“Now, therefore, be it resolved, to release the enrolled tribal members of the 
Upper Lake Pomo Indian Community from under Federal supervision and to 
assume responsibility like non-Indian residents. Responsibility of trust property 
to he transferred over to the members of our tribal roll of the Upper Lake Pomo 
Indian Community. 

“The above resolution was duly passed and adopted by the executive com- 
mittee of the Upper Lake Pomo Indian Community, a duly elected body to 
represent and transact business for the Upper Lake Pomo Indian Community, 
by a unanimous vote of seven for, none against, at a meeting assembled at 
which a quorum was present on this 16th day of November, 1954.” 

There is a lien of $20,568.40 against the lands of the Upper Lake Rancheria 
because of irrigation and domestic water system installations. 

In addition to the above resolution, this group passed a resolution, on Septem- 
ber 22, 1955, reiterating their desire for fee title conditioned upon an internal 
survey, establishment of water rights, cancellation of liens against the land, 
and assistance to form a legal entity to manage their community property. 

It was estimated in September 1955, by local Bureau of Indian Affairs’ officials 
that the following amounts would be necessary to effect withdrawal of Federal 
trusteeship : 


Land survey___- 
Legal assistance 


A bee ais aun ecb tks See. |e 
TOUR (NGI ose Sota ate bitoni 2, 000 
SEPIRREON SWC sens 5 i 5 ess es moh pthc tdi wile adatl hae 
Establishment of water rights_______- ST cteddiine a cation _. 2,000 
Soil and moisture conservation sa ce bani abeecibli a ee a a a 
Property appraisal_____-~-_- Salas bas oleh ria hecgar na ptiel cndeassnedgts cea weit on teldetcanae 600 
Programming and Planning. 5 26 22k os oe ha wank 





Rs cient nk cakes asic x na cae ec a ae aah 23, 900 
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Mr. Asprnauy. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. 

Are we considering all four bills together this morning? 

Mr. Hauer. I had hoped that the testimony, I will say to the gen- 
tleman from Colorado, inasmuch as all of these bills are similar bills, 
merely applying to different geographical locations in the State of 
California—I was hoping that the testimony of the witnesses this 
morning would cover all four of the bills. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Would the chairman listen to a suggestion from the 
gentleman from Colorado? 

Mr. Hazy. He always will listen to a suggestion from the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I would suggest that all four bills be made a part 
of the record at the beginning of the hearing and that the report on 
each bill follow the printing of the bill itself. 

Mr. Hater. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Stsx. Would the gentleman from Colorado yield at that point? 

Mr. Asprnau. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. It is my understanding that the language generally used 
in all four bills is identical, except for its reference to specific 
rancherias. 

The rancherias, of course, in the districts of the other three gen- 
tlemen are referred to in their specific bills, and the specific ran- 
cherias are referred to in mine. I believe otherwise they are identical, 
subject to calling for the same plan and the same program, et cetera. 

I would like, if I might, to add one further thing to the statement 
I already made, when I mentioned the fact that we had worked with 
the Indians on this. 

In addition to that, we have worked with the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs and with all interested people in the development of this land. 
I am sure that will be borne out by the testimony of the witnesses. 

Mr. Hatery. It is my understanding that all of the bills are of the 
same category, except as to the location, and the request of the gen- 
tleman from Colorado, without objection, will be so ordered. 

Mr. Ansorr. If I may, Mr. Chairman, in view of what has been 
said, it appears there are a total of 28 rancherias—a rather quick 
mathematical computation, involving 891 persons and something 
slightly in excess of 3,860 acres. 

Is there any particular reason, other than the rate at which the 
Bureau has been able to transmit these reports, why a base bill could 
not be used, with the substitution of the names of the necessary 
rancherias, or was that the chairman’s intent at some point ? 

There may be a peculiar reason for separating the bill. 

Mr. Hatry. I thought as we went into the bills we could determine 
that. It might be possible that the committee itself would want to pass 
out one bill. 

I see we have with us another one of the authors of one of these 
bills, Mr. Scudder, author of H. R. 2576. 

We are very happy to have you with us this morning. If you 
would come forward, we will be glad to listen to any statement you 
care to make in behalf of your bill. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. HUBERT B. SCUDDER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Scupper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. Ihavea brief statement I will read. 

I am Hubert B. Scudder, Representative in Congress from the 
First Congressional District of California, and appear before you 
today in support of H. R. 2576, 

In brief, this bill would provide for immediate termination of 
Federal trust responsibilities over certain Indian rancherias situated 
within my congressional district. The land would be distributed to 
the present assignees through a plan developed by the Secretary of 
the Interior, and the Indians involv ed, upon approval of the same by 
a majority vote of the adult Indians. 

This legislation was developed after several months of discussion 
between officials of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Indians 
themselves. To date 19 rancherias in my district have expressed 
to me a desire to be included in the termination legislation. 

Eleven of these were included in H. R. 2576 when it was introduced 
on the 10th of January. The additional eight groups made their 
desires known to me subsequent to introduction of the bill. The 19 
rancherias involve 809 people and approximately 3,971 acres of land, 
and I understand that a description of each has been submitted to 
the committee by the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

The proposed bill would greatly improve conditions for the In- 
dians living on these rancherias. For example, the Federal Govern- 
ment would be required to improve water systems, provide needed 
roads, and to assist in vocational education and rehabilitation where 
needed to equip the Indians in handling their own responsibilities. 

Mr. Chairman, the Indians in my district who are affected by H. R. 
2576 desire approval of the bill. They are ready and anxious to 
assume responsibility for their own affairs. I urge passage of the 
bill along with a committee amendment to include the additional 
eight rancherias as included in reports from the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs. 

In support of this request I desire to include, herewith, the follow- 
ing resolutions and letters from the 19 rancherias in my district 
urging termination of Federal control. 

Gentlemen of the committee, I think this is one step in getting rid 
of a Federal responsibility, and turning these lands over to the 
Indians, who are not many in number, who are presently living on 
these reservations. 

I believe this is.a good way to economize in a way and satisfy the 
Indians, and take a burden off the hands of our Federal officials, who 
must administer and look after the problem. 

In many of these cases there is neglect. They just sort of exist on 
the rancherias. I believe there will be very great advantage in the 
passage of these bills, and will relieve a lot of the trouble that comes 
to us as Members of the Congress who must keep pretty close touch 
on these federally owned lands. 
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I believe that in every district where they have Indian rancherias 
in California they will be very glad to see it turned over to the 
Indians, for them to handle on their own. 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has made their report on these bills 
and I know can answer any questions that might be asked. I would 
be very glad to leave this file with the committee for their informa- 
tion, which does bring the entire matter up to date, and with letters 
signed by the representative Indians in each of the rancherias. 

Mr. Hater. Without objection, the documents the gentleman re- 
ferred to will be made a part of the files of the committee. 

Does that complete your statement ? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. 

Mr. Hatey. Thank you very much. 

If any member of the committee has any questions they would like 
to direct to Mr. Scudder at this time, he may proceed. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I have one question. I suppose it has to do with 
each one of these bills. 

Do I understand from your statement that these bills do not take 
care of all of the rancherias within the various areas ? 

Mr. Scupper. No. I believe that the Department has rancherias in 
other areas that could be included in this bill. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Let me ask the question this way, then: Are there 
other rancherias in your district which are not included or will not 
be included in the bill if amended as you desire ? 

Mr. Scupper. I believe I would have to ask a question on that. 

They are not all included. That is my impression; they are not. 
I did not want to make the statement without first inquiring, but we 
have only put in those who have requested that they be put into the 
bill. 

Mr. Hater. Are there any further questions? If not, thank you 
very much, Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, I do have another request on a ran- 
cheria bill that I have asked the committee to permit me to present 
sometime during your session on these bills. That is a rancheria 
wmatter. I might briefly state the rancheria is located in Mendocino 
County and it is in the bed, or will be in the bed of the lake created 
by the construction of the Coyote Dam. 

The Indians have agreed with the Corps of Army Engineers on a 
price and, if we could pass a bill permitting this to be turned over to 
the Army engineers, they have already negotiated and are willing and 
ready to buy it so the Indians can get out before it is flooded sometime 
this fall. 

If you could schedule that for an early hearing, I would appreciate 
it very much. 

Mr. Hatey. Thank you very much, sir. 

The Chair would like to ask unanimous consent at this time that 
the distinguished gentiernan from California, Mr. Moss, and the chair- 
man of the full committee, Mr. Engle, be allowed to insert in the rec- 
ord at this point any statement that they might care to make. 

Both of these gentlemen, as you know, are very hard-working 
Members of the Coneress. They have many activities and both of 
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them had hoped to be here this morning; but other duties, actually 
their official position, require them to be elsewhere. 

Without objection, the statements of these two gentlemen will be 
made a part of the record at this point in the proceedings. 

(The statements to be furnished are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN E. Moss, THrrp District OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee. I introduced H. R. 2824 to 
provide for the distribution of the lands and assets of certain Indian rancherias 
and reservations in California, and for other purposes, at the request of the 
Indians occupying two rancherias at Strawberry Valley in Yuba County, Calif., 
nad Wilton in Sacramento County, Calif. 

A total of 33 Indians and 38.81 acres of land are involved in the Wilton 
Rancheria and 2 individuals and a city lot are involved in Strawberry Valley. 

The bill has the support and blessing of the Bureau of Indian Affairs of the 
Department of the Interior, and is similar in context to others introduced by 
several of my colleagues in the great Central Valley area of California. 

The measure is offered in accordance with my belief that the Congress should 
not undertake ending of Federal control of these Indian rancherias on a blanket 
basis, but should move as rapidly as possible to terminate Federal jurisdiction 
over individual reservations when the concerned Indians want it and are ready 
for it. 

In the case of the Indian residents of Strawberry Valley and Wilton 
Rancherias there is no question on either of these two points. The Indians are 
in full agreement. They have decided they want termination of Federal control 
under the safeguards provided in this bill. 

In addition to the investigations of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, I personally 
have made searching inquiries into whether the Indians of the Strawberry Valley 
and Wilton Rancherias are competent to undertake management and control of 
their own affairs, and I have found them fully qualified in this respect. 

The findings of staff members of the Bureau of Indian Affairs corroborate mine. 

H. R. 2824 would provide for the education and training which is so necessary 
to insure that the Strawberry Valley and Wilton Indians are not cast adrift 
without the ability to make a living or to assume the responsibilities of citizen- 
ship and have an equal opportunity in the communities in which they live. 

It would direct the Secretary of the Interior to distribute assigned and un- 
assigned lands of the rancherias to individual Indians, or to dispose of the lands, 
with agreement of the Indiavs, and distribute the proceeds. The bill sets up a 
procedure for hearings on the land distribution before the Secretary may act and 
requires that the plan be approved by a majority of the Indians of each rancheria, 
and it waives Federal and State income taxes at the time of distribution. 

Before distributing lands the Secretary would be required to make necessary 
surveys to determine boundaries, construct roads and arrange for county upkeep, 
repair and rehabilitate water systems, cancel all indebtedness for water develop- 
ment, and make necessary land exchanges with the Forest Service and other 
agencies to clear the way for titles to lands now occupied by the Indians. 

The legislation protects the Indians against loss of water rights under State 
or Federal laws and provides that such rights may not be waived by nonuse 
for a period of 15 years unless the lands are sold to non-Indians. 

I ask your favorable action on this bill. 


Mr. Harry. The first witness we have this morning is Mr John A. 
Bohn, counsel and executive secretary of the senate interim committee 
on California Indian affairs, Senate of the State of California. 

We are very happy to have you with us here this morning, sir. If 
you will come forward, we will be glad to hear any statement that 
you care to make. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN A. BOHN, COUNSEL AND EXECUTIVE SECRE- 
TARY, SENATE INTERIM COMMITTEE ON CALIFORNIA INDIAN 
AFFAIRS, SENATE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Bonn. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

We have asked permission to be heard this morning primarily be- 
cause the State of California has taken a bansitiéreble interest in 
these Indian bills over the last few years, and as many members of 
the committee might remember, when the last bills were before the 
committee various representatives of the State of California protested 
vigorously against them, and for that reason we would like the oppor- 
tunity this morning, which has been granted to us, to state our posi- 
tion on these particular bills. 

Before speaking to the specific bills which are before you, I would 
like permission, if I may, to give the committee a little bit of back- 
ground material as to what the State of California has done with re- 
gard to the Indian problem. 

What happened was this: That upon the passage of—I think it was 
House Concurrent Resolution 108—or whatever the number was 

Mr. Taytor. No. 108. 

Mr. Boun (continuing). 108, a committee wes set up in the Cali- 
fornia Senate to keep an eye on the matter of Indian affairs insofar 
as they affect the State of California. 

Thereafter, when the bills were introduced in 1954, and hearings 
were held on the bills here in Washington, the attorney general of 
California, the Governor of California, and representatives of the 
legislature filed letters with the committee protesting the bills, not 
because they were opposed to the idea of termination, but because it 
was felt at that time that the bills in their then form were unworkable 
and impractical. 

We felt that there were certain preliminary matters which should 
be studied first before outright terminations were granted or passed 
for California. 

At that time also, the Senate interim committee was reactivated to 
study the matter thoroughly insofar as each rancheria in California 
is concerned. We asked Congress not to pass those bills and at the 
same time promised that the State of California would, in turn, rec- 
ommend legislation which it was felt would be more practical and 
more workable in this field. 

As a consequence of that commitment, the California Senate, as I 
indicated, reactivated its committee on Indian affairs and we spent 
several years making exhaustive studies as to the Indian problem in 
California. I think it would serve no useful purpose to unduly bur- 
den the committee with the results of those studies this morning, 
except to say that they are all collected in this report, copies of which 
have been furnished to members of the staff, and in each case every 
reservation, every rancheria in California, has been covered by that 
report. 

We held hearings throughout the State. Indians testified as to their 
problems, their ideas and what they thought should or should not be 
done. 

I would like to at this point insert this factor, also, and Senator 
Brown, the chairman of my committee, has asked me to particularly 
make this point: That throughout all of these hearings, and through- 
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out all of these negotiations, we received complete cooperation from 
the Department of the Interior. 

They were most helpful and they put themselves out in every way 
possible to see that we obtained all the information that was desirable 
or necessary. For those who have an opportunity to go through this 
report, you will find in almost every instance the Department of the 
Interior testified as to factual background in each of these reservations 
and rancherias and answered questions with complete frankness, and 
in general, it was a most happy experience from the standpoint of 
State and Federal relationships, 

As a result of these studies, the Senate committee that I represent, 
and also the Governor’s committee on aid to Indians, have come to 
several conclusions. The primary one is that, in order to solve the 
problem in California, ultimately it will have to be done on a state- 
wide basis. 

There are certain basic problems which we believe can only be 
handled in that way. Just to mention a few of them, there is the 
question of Indian inheritance. At the present time, an Indian in 
California who dies, leaving estate, might have to have his personal 
panpants probated in the courts of California, or his nontrust land 
probated in the courts of California, whereas his trust land, or his 
interest in trust land, is probated in accordance with the rules and 
regulations of the Department of the Interior, and by their staff. 

We feel that this matter must be handled on a statewide basis be- 
cause there undoubtedly will have to be some State legislation to 
smooth out some of the problems which it is expected will occur. 

There are other problems that we feel are equally vital and should 
be handled on a statewide basis. For example, the problem of water. 
Water, as you know, in California is an extremely valuable asset. The 
Indians involved have very substantial but undetermined interests in 
water, and we feel also that there will be some State legislation re- 
quired, at the same time as Federal legislation, to validate and set up 
whatever is ultimately determined as a matter of policy will constitute 
Indian water rights. 

There are other matters: The matter of closing the rolls. The 
problem is compounding itself because new people are being born 
to these various Indian tribes and as a consequence the roll is never 
completely closed. We feel that that also must be handled on a state- 
wide basis. 

We feel that there will have to be State legislation passed which 
would validate the so-called Indian custom marriage. In California, 
we do not recognize what is generally known as a common-law mar- 
riage, SO as a consequence, as a matter of inheritance many times, 
women or persons living in common-law status lose their inheritance. 

The legislature has under consideration in California a bill to make 
an exception insofar as Indian custom marriages are concerned, and 
we believe that that also is another factor that has to be, or should be 
considered. 

With that preliminary, I would like to state that we believe that 
these bills which are before you are good bills, and should be passed. 
We feel that most of the problems which were presented have been 
covered by these bills. We anticipate that there may be some mechani- 
cal difficulties in carrying them out, but we feel that it is important 
that they be passed, for two reasons: 
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First of all, to terminate the responsibility in connection with these 
particular rancherias, and secondly, to give us a pilot study as to how 
the various problems which are going to arise in the course of this 
termination, so that we would be prepared to handle it on a larger 
scale, if Congress should ever determine to pass a statewide termina- 
tion bill 

In that connection, I would also like to state, if I may, that we take 
the position that whether or not the Federal trust over Indian lands is 
to be terminated is a question solely for the United States Congress, 
and that it would be presumptuous of us to make any comments one 
way or the other. 

We, therefore, have confined all of our studies and all of our work 
to this point: When Congress decides to terminate, how best can it 
be done to do the least harm to the Indians involved, and to the tax 
base, insofar as California is concerned ? 

One further point which I am sure does not need to be made be- 
fore this committee, and that isthis: That we feel that under the laws 
of California, the Indian citizens are entitled to every benefit that 
every other citizen of California is entitled. By that I mean not only 
the protection of the laws, but matters such as welfare, old-age assist- 
ance, aid to the blind, the use of the county hospital facilities, and all 
of those various functions which are performed by the State for its 
citizens, we believe also the Indians are equally entitled to, and we have 
made it a point, insofar as State officials are concerned, to help in any 
way possible where a particular instance comes to our attention that 
that has not been done. 

I would like to point out, however, from the State’s point of view, 
that while these services are being furnished, the tax base from which 
we normally get the revenue to furnish that type of service has been 
denied to the particular counties and particular school districts. 

That, of course, is because these are trust lands and they are not on 
our tax rolls. That, of course, is another direct interest that the Stae 
of California has in this particular matter. 

I would like to say one further word in closing: The Governor of 
California, Goodwin Knight, has created a special Governor’s com- 
mittee on aid to Indians. The members of that committee are com- 
posed of the heads of the various State departments who will be in- 
volved in termination matters. 

For example, the division of forestry is represented, the department 
of public works is represented, the social welfare department is repre- 
sented, the department of mental hygiene, et cetera. 

The Governor did that so that these men and this committee would 
be available to help in any sort of liaison work that might be necessary 
in connection with the termination program. 

The Governor is extremely interested in these matters, and is will- 
ing to cooperate insofar as the officials of the State of California are 
concerned, in any way possible. He has asked me to assure this com- 
mittee that if, in the course of this termination procedure, aid is needed 
from officials of the State of California, that aid will be forthcoming. 

Mr. Hater. Thank you very much. If you will remain seated, the 
gentleman from Colorado has a question. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Mr. Bohn, if this is presently the outline of these 
four bills, this is to be a piecemeal operation. What position does the 
State of California take on doing this in pieces and what advantages 
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are to be gained by taking first one rancheria and then another ran- 
cheria, and 10 years later taking another one, and in the meantime, leav- 
ing the Indian Bureau to have jurisdiction over the rancherias that 
are not taken out from under the supervision of the Federal Govern- 
ment ? 

Mr. Boun. Well, as I indicated, sir, we prefer the statewide ap- 
proach to the problem. However, the merit of these particular bills, 
and this particular type of piecemeal approach, is this: The rancherias 
which you have before you represent the simplest problems of the In- 
dian problem in California. 

The land pattern is extremely complex and, as might be seen by run- 
ning through this little report of ours, the rancherias which are the 
easiest insofar as problems are concerned, are all the ones which are 
before you now. 

I assume the theory of handling it piecemeal is that if the easy ones 
are undertaken first, then there will be an opportunity to observe how 
the matter progresses as it goes along. 

I should have said one other thing also: The State of California 
has prepared for introduction an overall bill which would handle 
this peehbenn on a statewide basis. We have not asked the members of 


the California delegation to introduce such a bill because we were 
afraid that it would simply muddy the waters insofar as these par- 
ticular bills are concerned, which are now before you, because the 
problems in the other areas not covered by the bills before you are 
much more complex. 

For example, the question of water is a typical example. It is my 
recollection that in these rancheria bills that are before you, the prob- 


lem of water is not an acute one. For the most part, the particular 
rancherias would get water from a domestic water supply, from a well 
or from a spring on the rancheria. The minute you get into a ran- 
cheria where there is a riparian right insofar as a stream flowing past 
or through the rancheria is concerned, we get into the enormously com- 
plex problem of just what is the Indian water right ? 

Mr. Asprnatyi. That is what bothers me. Here you ask the Federal 
Government to get out of supervision from those areas where there 
are no problems and yet you leave the Federal Government holding 
the responsibility where you do have some problems. 

Are you not going to postpone the day of final determination of all 
of these groups by leaving the Federal Government with the prob- 
lems to handle, and then California coming in and saying, “When you 
take care of those, we are willing to take over”? 

Mr. Bonn. Well, I see your point, and I concur in it. I just have the 
feeling that the faster we move this program along, the better it 
will be. 

Mr. Asprnati. If we are moving it along now on the easy ones and 
postponing the last operation, we have not gained anything, have we? 

Mr. Bonn. I think you are correct, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I looked at these figures this morning. If I read 
these figures correctly, it will cost about $40 an acre for these simple 
operations, or for these procedures on these areas where there are no 
problems, when the land is worth about $60 an acre; is that right ? 

Mr. Born. I have not made those calculations, but I think that some 
of the less valuable land is involved in these. 








48 CALIFORNIA INDIANS, 1957 


Mr, Asprxauu. I will wait for the Department for the rest of my 
questions. 

Mr. Hatey. The gentleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. Berry. I have only one question. 

What has been done, if anything, with regard to working out a law, 
or legislative authority, for taking over the jurisdiction in appropriate 
matters in California ? 

Mr. Boun. The statewide bill which I referred to a moment ago pro- 
vides very simply and very directly that, as of a date, the estates 
must be probated in accordance with the laws of California and under 
the court system of California. 

Mr. Berry. That has not been passed ? 

Mr. Boun. No, sir. That would require Federal legislation. We 
could not control it as far as the State is concerned. 

Mr. Berry. That is covered in 108; is it not? 

Mr. Boun. I do not think so, not insofar as probative estates are 
concerned. In fact, I am certain of it, that insofar as today, insofar 
as trust lands are concerned, the estates are being probated within the 
Bureau. They have their own probate system wea probate attorneys. 

Mr. Berry. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hater. The gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. Suurorp. Mr. Berry brought up a question that I wanted to 
ask, Mr. Chairman. 

Has a bill been introduced in the State legislature of California 
to carry out the various objections that you have expressed here 
regarding these particular bills? 

Mr. Boun. The one bill which has been introduced in the California 
Legislature, which is being held—we have not tried to move the bill 
yet—that is the one which would validate the Indian-custom mar- 
riages. 

enator Brown, who is also the author of that bill, decided to held 
the bill until after the determination was made by this committee, 
whether it was going to go forward with these bills, the point being 
that just as long as the Department of the Interior continues to probate 
these estates, the problem does not become a serious one, because their 
rules and regulations recognize the validity of these Indian-custom 
marriages. 

The moment a bill such as these are passed, then, of course, there is 
a question of validating the marriages, so in answer to your question 
specifically, a bill has been introduced and if it appears necessary to 
protect the Indians involved, we will try to move and pass that bill 
at this current session of the legislature in California. 

Mr.. SuHurorp. You stated that Governor Knight has appointed 
a commission to study the various problems brought up by these 
several bills. When did he appoint that commission, and is it 
functioning now ? 

Mr. Boun. He appointed the commission about 2 years ago. It is 
fairly inactivenow. What happened was that various bills or various 
programs, which had been under consideration with the Department 
of the Interior, have been referred to this committee, who, in turn, have 
made their own recommendations in connection with the problem. 

The detailed analysis of what each of those departments feel the 
problem is is contained in this report, but pericaliy they have con- 


cluded their research on the matter and are comparatively inactive at 
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the present time, since there is nothing specific for them to be working 
on. 
Mr. Suurorp. It appears that some of the Indians on these ranch- 
erias in California are very anxious for termination. Is California 
prepared to go ahead with its overall program, to handle it in a state- 
wide manner, and are they pushing that legislation for that purpose ! 

Mr. Bown. We are prepared to go ahead. The legislation has not 
been introduced, but it is planned to introduce it shortly. 

Mr. Suvurorp. You have had a commission there for 2 years. It has 
or has not functioned, so it does not appear that California is particu- 
larly anxious to get this matter settled. Do you think there is any 
possibility that you can push the State of California into action, so 
that they can come in here and handle the whole problem as one, 
instead of taking it piecemeal, as it apparently is being taken now? 

Mr. Boun. The answer to that question is “Yes.” I am sure that 
the State of California will push this program, as indicated. One of 
the reasons for the delay was that we prepared, after a very detailed 
discussion with the Department, a proposed statewide bill. 

Now, before presenting that bill, or asking our members to present 
it, we circulated that bill among 1,000 Indians in California, all of 
those that we had on our mailing list in all of the rancherias and in 
the various areas which are involved, and we are waiting for comments 
and suggestions and complaints and that sort of thing from that cor- 
respondence. 

Actually, I should say that the response was disappointingly meager. 
There was practically no response at all, although there was some dis- 
cussion among the Indian groups about it. 

Mr. Suurorp. Did you send anyone around in the State of Califor- 
nia to interview the Indians? 

Mr. Boun. No. 

Mr. Suurorp. You tried to conduct the investigation by corre- 
spondence ? 

Mr. Bonn. Insofar as getting opinions on this bill is concerned; yes, 
sir. 

Mr. Suurorp. Are the Indians highly educated ? 

Mr. Boun. We find the whole range of education. Some we find 
educated; some on these rancherias do not appear to have as great 
an education as some of the others. 

Mr. Suurorp. You think it would be of an advantage to interview 
them if you find them confused on a subject rather than to conduct it 
by correspondence ? 

Mr. Boun. Yes, sir. I believe that would help the situation. One 
of the reasons why we have not done it, and perhaps we have made a 
mistake in not doing it that way, is that we did not want to create 
an additional confusion insofar as the activities of the Bureau were 
concerned. 

It was felt and discussed briefly that if representatives of the State 
of California began contacting Indians directly and representatives 
of the Bureau are contacting them at the same time, it might cause 
considerable confusion in the eyes of the individuals involved. That 
might not be a valid reason, but that is the one we had in mind. 

Mr. Suvrorp. I am not questioning at all the State of California. 
I do not mean to criticize in any manner, for Governor Knight is a 
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very splendid gentleman, but are there any Indians on his commis- 
sion for the study of Indian affairs? 

Mr. Boun. If I used the word “Commission,” I misspoke myself. 
It is called a committee, and it is not so much a commission-type thing, 
where you have broad representation, as it is a technical greup. 

In other words, these men on this committee are all presently State 
officials. The Director of the Department of Public Works, the Di- 
rector of the Department of Social Welfare, and so forth. That par- 
ticular committee was set up for a very limited purpose and that was 
to have the technical facilities of the State departments available to 
aid in this termination process. 

Just one typical example: You have a considerable amount of tim- 
ber on some of these reservations, and we felt that the State division 
of forestry should take a special look at the problems involved there 
so that they would be available to help the Indians, and to consult 
with the Federal forestry people as part of that changeover, so the 
Governor’s committee was more a technical committee rather than it 
was intended to be a representative or a public committee. 

Mr. Suurorp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hater. The gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Bohn, in view 
of some of the questions that have already been asked here, is it not 
a fact, Mr. Bohn, that for some good long while we in California 
have been concerned with an attempt to try to solve this situation on 
a statewide basis, and we have had a great many problems? 

Mr. Boun. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. Is it not true that—I think the general feeling in my 
district that pertains to five rancherias, and I think it is true of the 
other areas—that we feel a start has to be made and that by making 
this start on those rancherias, where the residents of those particular 
areas are desirous of termination and wish to proceed with it, that 
we might be able to set a pattern which would expedite the final 
statewide settlement rather than to slow it down ? 

Do you agree with that or not ? 

Mr. Boun. I concur completely. 

Mr. Sisk. I have in mind, of course, the questions by my friend, the 
gentleman from Colorado. I appreciate his interest and concern in 
this. 

I agree with the purposes that he had in mind, but I did want to 
clarify that, because I think that we have all been desirous, as you 
have suggested, of trying to do this on a statewide basis, but in view 
of many of these problems it was decided to try to take it a step at 
a time, in line with the desire of the Indians, as well as moving to the 
termination of those areas where there was general agreement. 

Mr. Boun. That is correct. 

Mr. Stsk. I believe, then, that it would be your statement that the 
State—I am speaking of the legislature, Governor, et cetera—do agree 
with that position at the present time ? 

Mr. Bown. Yes. We believe this is a step in the right direction. It 
is something practical that can be done now. 

Mr. Sisk. I had one other question. I believe it was clarified by 
the gentleman from North Carolina. That had to do with Senate 
bill 206, as introduced by Senator Charles Brown. 
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As I understand it, that is now actually being held up, pending 
what action we might ‘take on the present bill; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Boun. That is correct. That is why we are holding it. We 
are not trying to move it. We had that bill up 2 years ago, and it was 
completely misunderstood by some of the Indian groups, and a couple 
of them came to Sacramento and felt that there was some hidden 
problem involved in that particular legislation, so we did not try to 
move it then. 

Now the correspondence is all to the contrary. People are writing 
to us and saying, “You will have to move this bill, particularly if 
there is going to be any sort of termination. We are awaiting the 
action here.” 

Mr. Sisk. One other question, Mr. Bohn: I do not know whether 
you have information on this or not, but if you do, I would appreciate 
your stating whether or not you feel that sufficient contact has been 
made with the Indians on the rancherias that are specifically men- 
tioned in the four bills ? 

I ask this question with this in mind: I know that in my own area I 
have personally contacted representatives in substantial number in 
every rancheria, and my colleague, Mr. Scudder, informs me that he 
has done so in his area and I am sure it is true with the others. 

Have you heard anything that would indicate any feeling that they 
have not been sufficiently contacted with reference to the results or the 
intent of these bills? 

Mr. Bown. No, I have heard nothing to that effect. It is generally 
my understanding and belief that the matter so far as these particular 
rancherias are concerned has been thoroughly gone into and I believe 
in each case a resolution of some local group has been passed in con- 
nection with it. I have heard no one say nor do I believe that they 
have not been contacted and the matter explained to them properly. 

Mr. Sisk. That is my understanding, Mr. Bohn. I appreciate your 
answer. 

Mr. Taytor. Mr. Bohn, to what extent have the county officials, 
such as the county supervisors and the county commissioners and the 
road officials or any of the taxing agencies within the counties, 
been alerted as to the possible implications of this legislation ? 

Mr. Bonn. The matter has been discussed in some detail with the 
statewide supervisors’ association who, as I understand it a year 
or two back, adopted a resolution generally favoring the whole termi- 
nation program. The details have not been discussed except that we 
have collected, and I think it is in this report, the exact amount of taxes 
which are involved as to the real estate locally. 

Generally speaking the school districts and counties and the rest 
of them believe that this property should be on the tax rolls, They 
do not want any hardship so far as any individuals are concerned, but 
you see a school district is faced with a rather difficult situation. They 
are faced with the present responsibility of providing school facilities 
to Indian children in the same manner as they must provide school 
facilities for all other persons. 

At the same time the tax base from which they normally would get 
most of the school district revenue is denied them insofar as the trust 
lands are concerned. 
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It is true that some money is being paid each year to the State of 
California, Department of Education. I believe it is $50,000 a year. 
However, that is a terminal program. 

As I understand it, about 3 years ago an agreement was reached, 
or the Federal officials involved decided on a policy that this would 
continue for only a 5-year period, so that so far as the California De- 
partment of Education is concerned there are probably only 2 more 
years to go at $50,000 a year when that subsidy stops. 

At the present time the State Department of Education is making 
special allotments to the areas where we have the problem of lack 
of tax base. When that disappears that will be the last Federal sub- 
vention insofar as Indians are concerned in California. At the 
present time with that exception, and with perhaps a small contribu- 
tion in the hospital area in northern California, there are no other 
Federal subventions on this matter. 

Mr. Taytor. The total land area involved in these four bills will not 
materially change the tax base of the State of California ? 

Mr. Boun. I would not think so. 

Mr. Taytor. No one contends that that will be the case? 

Mr. Boun. I don’t think so. These are comparatively small and 
some of the least valuable of the properties. 

Mr. Taytor. However, the same conclusion could not be drawn on 
the total Indian-held land area in California. 

Mr. Boun. There are many hundreds of thousands of dollars in- 
volved in the Indian lands in California, hundreds of thousands of 
dollars of tax revenue which now is being denied the local districts 
and supervisors. 

We have some calculations here. People’s viewpoints vary as to the 
exact amount but it would probably run closer to the millions than 
hundreds of thousands. 

Mr. Harxy. Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Mr. Frank Quinn, Indian affairs field worker 


for northern California American Friends service committee. 
Mr. Quinn? 


STATEMENT OF FRANK QUINN, INDIAN AFFAIRS FIELD WORKER 
FOR NORTHERN CALIFORNIA AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE 
COMMITTEE 


Mr. Quinn. My name is Frank Quinn. I am the Indian affairs 
field worker for northern California of the American Friends service 
committee. 

Mr. Hatry. You may proceed. 

Mr. Quinn. I am not here representing any Indian group. About 
3 years ago the American Friends service committee felt there was 
need for someone who could visit some of the reservations in northern 
California and talk with people living there about two general matters : 

1. The relationship with the Federal Government and the termina- 
tion problems that are arising; 

2. Their community relationships, how well people are doing in 
the community, are the children going to schools and are there jobs 
and other opportunities available. 

It was our feeling that, rather than trying to tell people what they 
ought to do, our program should try to help people make decisions 
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themselves and to aid them get the facts upon which they can make 
decisions and express themselves effectively. 

To that end we have carried on a number of activities. We have 
been in contact with your committee and the various Congressmen 
here. Among other things we published a little pamphlet called 
Indians of California, which I would like to leave with you today 
and which has been sent to your committee. 

Mr. Hater. That will be made part of the file. 

Mr. Quinn. I am here today to comment in general on the bills 
before you. I have had the opportunity to visit all but one or two 
of the rancherias and I have had the more recent opportunity to speak 
with people living on several of these rancherias about the perbenar 
bills. I was asked in a number of places if I could come, hold a meet- 
ing with the people and sit down and talk over in plain terms what is 
involved in the bills. 

I did this, pointing out to the people that I was not there asking for 
money or representing the State or Federal Government but simply 
there to be of service. 

We went into various aspects of the bills and I think in general most 
of the people on these rancherias are very much in favor of the general 
features of these bills. 

There are some exceptions, people who feel they would like to remain 
under a trust situation, but the great majority of people want to “get 
out from under the Government”, as they put it. 

There are some problems involved which I would like to bring up. 

As to these bills, there is one difference between these bills which 
has not been noted so far today. That is in section 7 of the bill intro- 
duced by Mr. Sisk and Mr. Engle which differs to some extent from 
section 7 of the bills introduced by Mr. Scudder and Mr. Moss. 

Mr. Sisk added some sentences in his bill which, in general effect, 
say that any programs which may be developed later on by the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs and which may affect Indian groups following this 
termination also could be applied to people who are under these par- 
ticular bills. I forget the exact wording. 

I would like to say simply that there are some problems which will 
be coming up under future termination bills which I think might well 
be considered here even though they may not be too directly pertinent 
to these 35 rancherias. 

Most of the lands involved here are not of great value. Some of 
the lands involved in the other reservations and rancherias are of 
some value. 

About 4 years ago the Bureau of Indian Affairs introduced a bill 
to terminate supervision over the rancherias and reservations in Cali- 
fornia. There were certain tax provisions. I have not heard any of 
the Indians involved in these rancherias speak for the full program 
of tax exemption that was made in that bill. 

The original bill of 4 years ago said that all Indians would be given 
a 5-year tax exemption, that Indians under 21 would have a tax exemp- 
tion until they reached maturity or a period of 5 years thereafter, and 
Indians over 50 had a tax exemption for life. 

The State of California made objection to this and that is part 
of the record of hearings held back in March of 1954. 

The point I would like to make is that I feel it would be helpful to 
the Indians if some tax exemptions were allowed. ‘The tax exemptions 
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I feel would be helpful would be applied to minors and incompetents 
and people over 65. 

The reason I bring this up is that minors and incompetents usually 
do not have an income and therefore taxes will tend to accumulate 
against the land. 

People over 65, as has been stated, have available to them the State 
welfare programs of old-age security. I have had an opportunity to 
talk to many of these people and they feel it would be difficult for 
them to pay taxes, though I realize all other people under the old-age 
security law pay taxes, but it would be difficult for them to do this. 

There is another problem with the older people, and that is that 
some of the lands involved, not only in this bill but later bills, will be 
more valuable than is allowed under the State welfare code. You are 
allowed a certain maximum of privately owned land in order to receive 
State welfare aid. 

Many of these people are afraid that the county welfare depart- 
ments will ask them to sell the land. 

I do not want to go into all the details of this. There is much more 
to it than that but I would hope some provision might be made to 
exempt older Indians from taxation and also to make some arrange- 
ment where if a person wanted to get a trust allotment, if an older 
Indian wanted a trust allotment rather than full title, that he be 
allowed such. 

In conclusion I would like to say that I would hope that the United 
States Government, the Congress and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
will realize that much more is involved in termination of Indian af- 
fairs in California than what happens to the land and the assets. 

My work is with people living on the reservation. As the gentle- 
man from North Carolina asked, are these people very well educated 2 

Generally they are not. They have as difficult time as any of us 
do in understanding this legislation. 

When they receive a complicated bill through the mail it is just so 
much Greek to many of these people. I am not saying all of them 
inasmuch as there are some who can understand the legal language 
and are very much aware of it. 

I found in visiting the rancherias and talking these problems over 
with the people they have little idea what alternatives are open to 
them, what would be a different way of handling this situation, what 
would be a way more to their benefit. 

I would hope that the United States Government, through the De- 
partment of the Interior and the Congress, would take a generous 
approach to this situation. 

I think in the last 3 or 4 years California Indians have realized that 
the Government is not out simply to force something down their 
throats which they will resist blindly to, but they realize it might be 
to their advantage if they owned the land. 

But when they take the land over they don’t want to be encumbered 
with debts. They don’t want to have to meet expenses which they 
just cannot handle. 

There is no provision in this bill, for instance, to help fix sanitation 
facilities on some of these reservations. 

There is a fear among some Indians that the counties may begin to 
enforce some of their sanitation regulations. 
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I would hope that matters of tax exemption which involve the Fed- 
eral Government and the State, matters of appropriations for educa- 
tional programs—and I think the gentleman from North Carolina, 
when he asked if anyone went around and explained these bills sub- 
mitted by the State of California, indicated that there is a great need 
for someone who can go around and talk over these matters in intimate 
detail with people. T would hope such appropriations would be on 
the generous side. Because I feel the disposition of these lands will 
depend directly upon the condition of the people themselves. Their 
ability to understand what it means and their willingness and desire 
to take over the lands rather than simply saying, “This is what the 
Government wants to do and no matter what we want to do the Gov- 
ernment will do what it wants to do.” 

I will conclude my statement by repeating my general hope that 
the Federal Government will be generous and liberal in its approach 
to termination of Federal supervision over California reservations. 

Mr. Harter. Thank you, Mr. Quinn. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Quinn, have you read this legislation ? 

Mr. Quryn. I have read it word for word before several Indian 
groups as well as on my own and with other persons who are familiar 
with legislation. 

Mr. Asprnati. Do you know how many individual Indians are con- 
cerned with the legislation as it is presently written ? 

Mr. Qutnn. I am not too sure what you mean by concerned. 

Mr. ed How many receive any benefits ? 

Mr. Qurxn. I think total numbers were given by the chairman. 
You mean how many people actually benefit who live on these ranch- 
erias? I think these numbers were given by the chairman. 

Mr. Asprxatt. Are people who live now on these rancherias the 
only ones who benefit from this legislation or are some of those who 
presently are living off of the rancherias, but who apparently have 
some rights to the land, to benefit ? 

Mr. Qe INN. For the most part, sir, I believe the people who are the 
beneficiaries live on the rancherias. Some people do live off the 
rancherias who still have a connection to them. 

Mr. Asprnaty. If we would expend from the Federal Treasury 
proportionate amounts for each Indian in the United States who is 
in need of help at the present time that which is proposed to be 
expended by these bills do you have any idea what the expense 
would be? 

Mr. Quinn. Ihave not. 

Mr. Asprnati. Do you belong to the chamber of commerce ? 

Mr. Quinn. No, sir. 

Mr. Asptrnati. Do you know anything about the present move of 
the chamber of commerce in the United States and the National Manu- 
facturers Association and several others of our so-called civic groups 
who are pressing for economy ? 

Mr. Quinn. I know of those moves, sir. I have read about them. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I wish you would figure up what this would mean 
if we would give each Indian in the United States who is just as de- 
serving of aid as these Indians as to what the ultimate cost to the 
United States would be. Then I wonder if you would make the 
statement that you would desire to see the Federal Government be 
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just as generous as it could be and even go so far as to make them 
tax exempt from local taxes in California. 

Mr. Quinn. I did not make the statement of making all Indians 
exempt. I made the statement that minors and older people and in- 
competents should be exempt. This would amount to very few dollars. 

Mr. Aspinaut. I have made only a hasty study this morning, 
but take this one instance where there are 54 Indians to be benefited 
it is shown it will cost $30,400 to do the job. You looked into each of 
these particulars and know what is involved, do you not? 

Mr. Quinn. I do. My orientation is a little different from that of 
the Department of the Interior. I am much more concerned about 
the people than I am about the land, and most of that money would 
be expended upon the land. 

If you turn title over to these people there are certain things you 
have to do to do it leagally. You have to make surveys, bring the 
land up to certain conditions so it will be acceptable to the county. 

When I speak about being liberal and generous, I speak more in 
terms of those programs which would help the people understand 
what is happening, which would make them feel this is not just 
another thing the Government is pushing on to us. That isa feeling 
quite common among Indians in California. “We have been kicked 
around, and this is something else the Government wants to do.” I 
speak more specifically of that phase of the money which would go 
into program and planning, which would allow Bureau people to 
spend ample time with the Indians so there will be full understanding, 
and that phase of the program which goes into education. 

Mr. Asprnatx. I am not acquainted with what the program will be 
in this instance, but it states here there will be $17,000 spent on roads 
and $1,700 spent for land survey on 280 acres, and $8,000 for water 
facilities, and $1,000 spent for assistance to legal entities, and $700 
spent for appraisal of property, $2,000 spent for programing and 
planning. 

As I understand it, you want to spend additional sums to take care 
of other services to which you think these Indians are entitled. 

Mr. Quinn. There is in the third from the last section a provision 
for educational training. There is no indication of how much will 
be spent on each rancheria for that. 

I am saying I hope the appropriation made for that will be liberal] 
so this can be a good program. 

I have no way of telling how far this programing and planning 
money will go. This allows Bureau people to work with the Indians 
and work out this plan which must be approved by a majority of the 
people. 

Mr. Asptnatu. To be perfectly honest, this paragraph states these 
funds were requested. Whether or not they are made available I will 
not: know until the Department witnesses get on the stand. We can 
go just so far and we can take care of certain groups of Indians that 
are in need of termination operations, but in doing so we must keep 
our minds open to all the rest of the Indians in the United States who 
are equally as deserving. 

Just because there happen to be a few Indians at the present time 
who suggest they are ready for termination provided they get these 
benefits doesn’t necessarily give them any priority, does it? 








CALIFORNIA INDIANS, 1957 57 


Mr. Quinn. No, it doesn’t, except that for many years the Federal 
Government has been trying to convince these Indians that termina- 
tion would be to their benefit. 

Mr. Asprnath. Convince these particular Indians any more than 
other Indians throughout the United States? 

Mr. Quinn. I think they have, sir. The Indians of California were 
designated 10 years ago by the Bureau of Indian Affairs as being the 
first of several groups of Indians as being ready for termination. 

Mr. Asprnati. There are Indians scattered all over the United 
States who are equally as ready. Some already have been terminated. 

Mr. Harry. The gentleman from North Carolina? 

Mr. Suvrorp. I have no questions. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I first would like to state that I am 
very happy that Mr. Quinn is before the committee this morning. I 
want to commend him for a great amount of work which he and his 
organization have done in the State of California in behalf of the 
Indians. 

I certainly feel I can say without fear of contradiction, particularly 
from those people who know the work of this organization, that their 
work has been wholly unselfish and it has been very beneficial. 

I am happy to hear the statement you have made, Mr. Quinn. I 
know your heart is close to the welfare of these Indians, as is mine and 
the heart of many others. 

I would like to ask this question of you, Mr. Quinn. Actually the 
bill itself in no place calls for any specific amount of money to be 
appropriated. Is that right? 

Mr. Quinn. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. I will say that the figures quoted by the gentleman from 
Colorado are figures that are estimates by the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs with respect to certain problems. One of the figures he used 
was one of the most expensive ones, 

Mr. Asprnauu. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the ae. 

Mr. Sisk. It is your feeling, after having contacted practically all 
the people in the rancherias involved, that they are desirous of 
termination legislation ? 

Mr. Quinn. It is, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. What do you feel in general has been their greatest con- 
cern with reference to termination legislation ? 

Mr. Quinn. I think a fear, that is both diffuse and at other times 
quite pointed, that they will lose the land they are living on. Many 
of the people feel they will not be able to stand up against what they 
ee as onslaughts of people who will come in and take land away from 
them. 

I think this fear has decreased a great deal as they feel that more 
and more they are having a hand in the termination process. 

In this bill it states that a plan must be prepared by the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Indians and that this plan must be adopted 
in order to go into effect that it must be approved by majority vote. 
The bill does not say what happens if the people disapprove it, and 
I think possibly something specific might be said in this bill that if 
the plan is disapproved renegotiation should go on. 
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As Indians realize that the plan that is to be worked out will have 
their understanding and approval, I think this fear of losing their 
land is lessened because they feel confident in the plan. 

There is general fear on the part of some of the younger people 
about taxation for older people. They are very much afraid some of 
the older people, because of welfare regulations and tax procedures, 
will lose the land. 

They are also afraid that some of the minors, because of some of the 
taxes that will accumulate against the land, will lose out in some way. 
Papers have to be aoe for guardians and so on, and they feel 
such fees will mount up so that when minors reach 21 years of age 
the fees will amount to more than the land. 

There is on the part of people living upon larger reservations and 
rancherias and places where there are more complicated problems, 
for one reason because there are more resources, there is on those 
places a general feeling that, “We are not quite ready yet to handle 
these situations. We have not had the kind of help we need to get 
organized to handle them.” 

i would say on the smaller rancherias the general diffuse fear of 
losing the land has lessened a great deal though there is still the feel- 
ing that there might be more protection for some of the older people 
and younger people. 

Mr. Sisk. This is no reflection on the Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
but it is not a fact that actually the majority of the people on these 
rancherias have received little and in many cases no assistance of any 
kind, particularly from the Federal Government or the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs over a period of a great many years due to the situ- 
ation as it exists? 

Mr. Quinn. When I wrote this pamphlet I had an opportunity to 
do a great deal of research. I found that statement was most clearly 
made by Bureau of Indian Affairs superintendents themselves in a 
series of reports over 20 years or so. 

Mr. Hill, who is present here, has made this statement at public 
hearings, too, that the Bureau has given relatively little assistance 
to these people. 

Mr. Sisk. It is important that the committee understand that. I 
realize, of course, these things are expensive and we are in the midst 
of an economy drive, so to speak, but I think it is important that 
some consideration be given to the fact that California Indians as a 
whole, over a period of a great many years, have not shared to any 
substantial measure in Federal expenditures. The rancherias in my 
particular district actually have received very little and in some cases 
absolutely no benefits whatsoever. This is no criticism of the Bu- 
reau of Indian Affairs but due to the very nature of the problem that 
exists there just was not a great deal that the Bureau felt they could 
do, so that such small sums, and it is generally small, are not out of 
line in preparing these people to accept the full responsibility of this 
shift. 

Would you agree with that statement ? 

Mr. Quinn. I would. And I also would like to point out that this 
may seem like an expense now but it would be a short-run expense, 
while if these rancherias are maintained under the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, despite the fact there are no direct services to the rancherias, 
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there is still the service of administration, and over the years that 
expense would be a great deal more than these short-run expenses. 

Mr. Sisk. I believe the language you referred to, which happens to 
be in my bill and which does not appear in at least two of the other, 
bills, is language found on page 6 of H. R. 2838 which I might call 
to the committee’s attention for their consideration. 

On line 3: 

Nothing in this act shall preclude the Indians affected by it from sharing in 
additional benefits or programs that may hereafter be available if they are other- 
wise eligible to participate in such benefits or programs. 

I believe that was the language you referred to? 

Mr. Quinn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. I think we are wholly justified in that language. The 
thought has been generally current among the Indians for many years 
as to fear of what would happen under termination, and the fear that 
if they terminate will they be denied their share of this, that or the 
other benefit. 

I think this sentence make it absolutely clear that they would be 
eligible only for such benefits, that they would share only in such 
benefits or programs, as they would be eligible for. 

I feel it is not out of line and I think it is something they are 
entitled to. 

That is all I have. 

Mr. Harry. One of the prime purposes of this language, Mr. Sisk, 
is to make it clear that any claim they may have pending before the 
Indian Claims Commission is not foreclosed. 

Mr. Sisk. That is one of the things. However, actually in sec- 
tion 7, at the bottom of page 5, in H. R. 2838: 

Nothing in this act shall affect any claim filed before the Indian Claims 
Commission— 
et cetera. This other language actually is to make sure that if there 
be any other programs or benefits to which the Indians as a whole 
would be entitled they would not lose any rights thereunder. 

Mr. Axssort. I believe you said you visited most of the rancherias 
in California ? 

Mr. Quinn. Yes. 

Mr. Asporr. I think your further statement was that with the 
exception of one or two—— 

Mr. Quinn. One or two places. Yes, you are right. 

Mr. Ansorr. You have in mind the latest or most recent statistical 
compilation which I find available in the committee, that there are 
115 such rancherias ? 

Mr. Qutnn. No, sir. There are 115 reservations and rancherias. 
A rancheria, and this is not an exact definition, is usually a small 
place which was purchased for the landless Indians of California 
under appropriations of the early 1900’s. Reservations usually are 
the larger places and most of which were set aside by Executive order 
for a particular tribe. 

Mr. Asporr. You visited reservations and rancherias? 

Mr. Qutyxn. I visited just about all the northern reservations and 
rancherias. Those I have not visited usually have no one on them. 
I don’t like to go out and look at empty land. 

In southern California I visited a great number of the reservations. 
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There are only 1 or 2 of the smaller rancherias in southern 
California. ; 

Mr. Ansorr. Your statement was a general statement that the atti- 
tude of the Indians having an interest in or living upon those areas 
generally was that they were favorable to a termination program if 
conditions such as you described were included ? 

Mr. Qurnn. The attitude of the people living on these 35 ranch- 
erias covered under this bill are generally favorable. 

There are some of the larger reservations where people are not 
favorable because they feel they are not prepared to take over the 
resources. 

There are some of the smaller rancherias where people pretty gen- 
erally are not aware of what is involved and therefore I would say 
would be unfavorable to being put in this bill. 

In general, for these 35 places involved, I do feel the great majority 
of people are very much in favor of the general features. 

Mr. Azsorr. You touched upon one of the questions frequently 
raised policywise. I wonder if you would care to give an opinion 
or a straight answer, and that is the question of consent or consulta- 
tion. Has your organization or do you have a personal opinion as to 
what should finally control in these problems ? 

Mr. Quinn. I do. I think this question has two aspects, first the 
legal aspect which I cannot really comment on. I do not believe 
consent for these particular Indians is needed in a legal sense because 
California Indians are not treaty Indians and therefore there is no 
contractual treaty with the Government. 

I have been advised by friends who know the law that legally Con- 
gress would not have to obtain consent, and they say they are not even 
sure that under treaty situations they need consent. 

I used to be an educator, and I am very interested in community 
work. My feeling is that the provision in this bill which says that 
the plan will be worked out by the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Indians and will not go into effect without approval of the majority 
of the Indians is a good provision, because then the people who are 
involved say, “Well, this is our plan as well. It is not something 
being pushed upon us.” This gives them protection. 

If it were done on just a consultation basis, as previous bills have 
stated, there would be more resistance. This is one feature of the 
bill that convinced the Indians on these rancherias, where they would 
have a final say. 

I would like to comment 

Mr. AsprnatL. You mean by agreement with each rancheria ? 

Mr. Quinn. Yes; by majority vote in the stipulation. 

Mr. Asprnatyt. What would you do where you have only one Indian 
involved ? 

Mr. Quinn. There is a case where there is only one Indian involved, 
Strawberry Valley. 

Mr. Asprnau. Two, one where there are no Indians? 

Mr. Quinn. If he says O. K., it is a majority vote. 

One thing about the attitude of the Indians: I feel that the people 
on these rancherias are not greedy in asking the Government to do 
these things. I think they have quite a generous attitude, and they 
are really giving quite a bit. They are not asking for the world, but 
they are asking for some help. 
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The help the Bureau suggests in terms of roads and water and the 
help of fixing sanitation is needed. 

Indians could also come in with much more grandiose requests. 
They need a great deal of help in fixing up their homes. They can- 
not get loans on the land, and you realize this is assignment land. 
They have no ownership rights to the land, and they have been more 
or less squatters on the land with the permission of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

People have said, “We doubt if the Government would do this, and 
we are not too sure if they ought to do it.” Most of the people have 

said that. 

I feel Indians on the rancherias have taken a generous position. 

Mr. Assorr. The files of this committee indicate that 31 years ago 
the Commonwealth of California, after what was apparently a care- 
ful analysis of the situation in California, reached the conclusion that 
the abolition of the Bureau of Indian Control in California should 
be and, in fact, was by them recommended. 

Ten years later, in 1936, the then superintendent of the Sacramento 
Agency submitted a report to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs in 
which he stated his views of the situaton: 

My program is definitely to liquidate the United States Indian Service in 
California within 10 years 

I take it from your statement, since that liquidation date would 
have been 1946, that they have not been liquidated in California? 

Mr. Quinn. That is right. One reason has been the fact that 
there has been resistance, as stated by Mr. Bohn from the State of 
California. This resistance has been overcome as the State has worked 
together with the Federal Government. 

There also has been resistance from the Indians. If you look 
back in your committee files you will find there has been a great 
number of letters and verbal communications made before this com- 
mittee by California Indians saying they don’t want termination. 

In the last 3 or 4 years, and because of features of this particular 
bill which would involve only those rancherias where the consent of 
the Indians was obtained, this sort of resistance, this negative resist- 
ance to any suggestion, has gone down a great deal. People are will- 
ing to sit down with the Federal Government and are looking forward 
not just to the ending of Federal supervision but the beginning of a 
new situation for themselves, 

They want to go at this slowly so they understand what is cooking. 

Mr. Taytor. You have been working closely with the Indians and 
T am sure in the discussion of these bills the question of the distribu- 
tion of land and the assets always enters into the picture. Do you 
find that there are a number of the Indians who say “Yes, I am in 
favor of this legislation because it will give me a chance to dispose of 
my land under my own free will and accord”? * 

‘Mr. Quinn. In talking with people about the possibilities or alter- 
natives open to them, I found most of the people say “Give me a 
chance to own this piece of land, get a loan, get some help and build 
it up.” 

Some people on these rancherias say, “This will give me a chance to 
get rid of this land and buy a piece of land elsewhere.” 

93082—57-——5 
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I have not heard as much of that as “We want to stay here.” This 
is an individual choice and it will vary from person to person. 

Mr. Tayior. Do you feel it would be good or bad for the Indian 
if he were to sell this land 30 days after it was distributed and he got 
his portion of it? 

Mr. Quinn. Dr. Taylor, when you say “the Indian” I wonder 
which one you have in mind. I know of individual people for whom 
it would be a good thing. 

Mr. Taytor. We usually hear about all the harm being done on the 
other side. What about the Indian who disposes of his land, where 
it is giving him no income except a little bit where he leases it out, 
and making a downpayment on a house near the aircraft factory 
where he may be working / 

Mr. Quinn. Most of this land is homesite land. Some of it is in 
rather difficult terrain. 

There is a possibility some of the people on this land will want to 
sell it and move to a place that is a little bit better or use the money 
as they wish. 

Some of the people who are involved, I feel personally, would make 
a good sale but some would not. Some people would sell it and spend 
the money for things of immediate gratification, but I cannot speak 
for them. 

In answer to your question, the point is that this would depend upon 
the individual Indians who are involved. The great majority will 
want to stay where they are and improve the land. Some people will 
sell because they feel they can make an improvement in their own 
situation by selling. 

You must realize this land is primarily homesite land, most of it 
pretty poor. 

Mr. Taytor. Do you feel Congress has an obligation to the Indian 
who wants to dispose of his land as an asset which is giving him only 
limited income at the present time and investing it m property or a 
business somewhere else where he will be able to make use of his 
talent as an artisan or skilled employee? 

Mr. Quinn. Congress has an obligation to the Indians living upon 
the land or who have a connection to this land to give them title 
to it when they are willing to accept. What they do with it after 
they receive title, I don’t know, and I don’t know if Congress can go 
too deeply into that because this is so much up to the individual. 

Incidentally, it has been only in the last month that the relocation 
program of the Bureau of Indian Affairs has been extended to Cali- 
fornia Indians despite the fact we have three relocation offices in San 
Francisco, San Jose, and Los Angeles. 

A question you might bring up with the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
people later, will Indians on these rancherias, if termination comes 
about and they own the land, will they be eligible for the relocation 
services? I don’t think many of the Indians have considered this 
relocation program in connection with termination because that pro- 
gram began just within the last month. 

Mr. Taytor. Do you feel that of the Indians to whom you have 

talked, and who would benefit and would be recipients of these assets, 
do you feel a quarter, a half, or possibly two-thirds of them would 
dispose of their assets and spend their money for something which. 
would give them immediate gratification, or do you think a sizable 
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portion of them would invest them in something which would be 
desirable to them or the community of California as. a whole? 

Mr. Quinn. This is a difficult question to answer and I am not 
speaking for Indians but simply giving my impression. My impres- 
sion is limited to northern California. I know relatively nothing 
about Indians in other parts of the country. 

It is my feeling that a great majority of the people involved in 
these rancheria bills will, upon receipt of the title, remain upon the 
land and will improve it. They will use it as a homesite. They will 
continue to remain there and they will improve it and it will be to 
their benefit and the benefit of the State of California. 

I do not think the taxes involved are great from the standpomt 
of the State of California, and certainly the Federal Government. has 
helped the State of California not only in moneys given for education 
but for welfare. 

I think the benefit will come not only from the fact Indians will 
be paying taxes but that they will be more integrated into the com- 
munity, that they will be more part of the community rather than 
feeling apart from it. 

Because my orientation is that of an educator, I am very concerned 
with the attitudes people have and the feelings they have, and that 
is why I feel this bill has some good features. It helps Indians realize 
this can be to their benefit, particularly since they have such a say in 
the final decisions to be made. 

Mr. Tayuor, I appreciate that statement very much because it 
represents the thinking of a number of persons here m Washington. 

Mr. Suvrorp. I notice in these several bills that the land is to be 
conveyed to Indians on each reservation or rancheria. How would 
the Federal Government get rid of the land and convey it? Appar- 
ently some of these people live on these reservations and move away. 
Some work away from the rancheria. On one of these there is only one 
Indian living there, and aren’t there others who can make some claim 
to that land? How will you determine an informal assignment? How 
will you determine who is entitled to this land ? 

Mr. Quinn. That is a question which has been asked in other hear- 
ings, sir. ‘The answer always is a rather general one. I would prefer 
to pass it by for the Bureau of Indian Affairs representatives when 
they come. 

Mr. Suvurorp. That is satisfactory with me. 

Mr. Quinn. There is no appeal for Indians who feel they have 
a right to the land once a plan has been worked owt by the Indians 
and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. There is no appeal beyond the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs. Previous bills stated there might be sort 
of an appeal to Congress and suggestions made that the State might 
set up a judicial council so Indians who feel they have been unfairly 
treated might go to someone else. 

Mr. AspinaLu. Do you know anything about titles in these areas 
or anything about the land surveys in these areas? 

Mr. Quinn. Titles, sir? They are held in the name of the United 
States Government for all of these areas. There might be 1 or 2 where 
it is held for a specific group. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Where there is 1 person who has title and he has 
8 heirs, in practically all of these instances the Bureau sets up from 
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one-third to 50 percent more money for land-survey expense than 
lawyers expense. 

_Mr. Quinn. I am in no position to judge the size of the expenditure, 
sir. 

Mr. Asprnatu. As I understand it, the children from these ran- 
cherias may go to public schools? Is that right? 

Mr. Quinn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnati. How long have they gone to public school? 

Mr. Quinn. I cannot give the exact date. It depends on the area. 
Some of the children, apparently, always have gone to public schools 
because there were no Federal schools in some of these areas. 

In the last 15 years there have been no Federal schools in California. 
There is one at Riverside, the Sherman Institute, which is not open 
to California Indians, although at one time many Indians went there. 
California Indians will point out that in their claims offsets they paid 
for that. In answer to your question, as far as I know it has been 
about 15 years. 

Mr. Asprnatu. These rancherias were established in 1906. Ever 
since that time, children have been going to public schools, with but 
few exceptions? 

Mr. Quinn. No. I would say the few exceptions were those who 
ever since that time have gone to public schools, and gradually Fed- 
eral schools were closed down. This is how I understand it. Mr. 
Hill could possibly give you a more accurate answer. 

Mr. Sisk. I would like at this time to ask unanimous consent to 
insert in the files a letter from the Table Mountain Rancheria, one 
mentioned in H. R. 2838, and signed by a good part of the tribe in 
that area. I also would like to ask unanimous consent to insert in 
the record a letter and resolution, also signed by a number of Indians 
from the Auberry group, and also to include in the record a telegram 
dated April 30 and signed by Lalla Curl in opposition to the pending 
bill. ; 

Mr. Hater. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Taytor. We have had carbon copies of letters sent to Mr. Moss 
and also letters sent to Mr. Engle, which might be put in the file at 
this time. 

Mr. Hatry. I believe we obtained unanimous consent to include 
those in the file. We have about 8 minutes left, and I am sure the De- 
partment cannot present its full case in that length of time. 

I want to say we have been happy to have you here, Mr. Quinn. 
We thank you for your testimony. 


Due to the shortness of the time, the committee will be adjourned. 
(Committee adjourned at 12 noon.) 
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House or ReprEsENTATIVES, 
SuscoMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m. in room 1324, House Office Build- 
ing, the Honorable James A. Haley (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Mr. Harry. The committee will be in order. 

The committee yesterday had under consideration bills H. R. 2576, 
2824, 2838, and 6364. 

We have the Department of the Interior witnesses here this morn- 
ing, and we also have Mr. Leonard A. Hill, area director, Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, from Sacramento, Calif. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

Mr. Harry. Mr. Lee, would you and Mr. Sigler like to make your 
statement now in behalf of the Department? 


STATEMENT OF H. REX LEE, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER, BUREAU 
OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 





















Mr. Lee. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in view of 
some of the questions that were raised yesterday, I think it might be 
well to review for the committee our program in California in a gen- 
eral way, and then also get into some of the steps that led up to these 
particular bills that you now have before the committee. It might be 
helpful to you in understanding the problem which you are consid- 
ering. 

We have a very complex Indian problem in California in terms of 
the landholdings. We have approximately a half million acres scat- 
tered throughout all parts of the State. I think we circulated yester- 
day on the stand a map which showed these various rancherias and 
reservations. They go from the Mexican border clear up to the 
Oregon border and they are very scattered throughout the State. 

The bills you have before you involve only the central and northern 
part of the State. 

We have a total of 116 rancherias and reservations scattered through- 
out the State. They range in size from a city lot, less than a half acre, 
up to the largest reservation, which is the Hoopa Reservation in 
northern California of 87,000 acres. 

Most of these areas are rather low-valued lands, although there are 
exceptions, such as the Hoopa Reservation, which is very similar to 
the Klamath Reservation just a little further north, and we also have 
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another large, timbered area in central California, the Tule River 
Reservation, which also is a timbered reservation. 

We also have a reservation in Palm Springs which has some very, 
very valuable land. There we have an asset which is owned by less 
than 100 Indians which runs into a good many millions of dollars. 

By and large most of these reservations are mostly homesite reser- 
vations. Land values are not extremely high. 

The big problem is that the ownership is extremely complicated. 
We have all types of reservations—Executive order reservations, statu- 
tory reservations, reservations given to the Indians and then put 
under trust, rancherias and reservations that were purchased by the 
Federal Government, some purchased for a particular Indian group 
and other reservations areas simply stohieaill and put at the disposal 
of the Secretary on which to settle any landless Indians. We have all 
kinds of combinations. 

In some areas we have 2 or 3 different combinations on the same 
reservation in terms of the landownership. 

We also have the problem of many Indians who have moved in and 
out of these reservations. As Judge Shuford mentioned yesterday, 
many of the Indians moved off and left a landownership problem. 

In trying to attack these problems we will have to deal with them 
in a general way. In terms of the Indian people, we have approxi- 
mately 36,000 Indians on the judgment roll in the State of California, 
but out of that total there are approximately only 6,000 to 8,000 that 
have any recent connections with this trust land we have been talking 
about. That number fluctuates considerably because some of these 
people that actually habitate some of this land are migratory laborers 
and move on and off, so really so far as the Bureau is concerned we 
are dealing with something less than 10,000, the best estimate being 
6,000 and 8,000 Indians. 

By and large the Indians scattered through the State are well in- 
tegrated and you do not know they are Indians. The Indians living 
on these trust parcels of land are less well integrated, but even they are 
fairly well integrated into the communities. They are receiving vir- 
tually all of their social services from the State agencies that normally 
render those services to other people. 

About the only remaining function that the Bureau has is this trust 
land function. Education is provided by the State. 

This year we had a Johnson-O’Malley contract with the State for 
$105, 000 but we had an agreement with the State that that will cut 
down $50,000 per year until it will be eliminated, so probably after 
next year we will not be putting any money into the State in terms 
of social services 

Public Health Service has a small program there but it is not large. 

Just a word or two about what led up to these bills vou have before 
you. 

Mr. Asptnaty. Could you tell us the condition in which these 
Indians were when they were placed on these rancherias and if 
at that time the Federal Government in securing these rancherias for 
these Indians thought it was totally discharging its responsibility to 
the Indians? 

If not, why has not the Federal Government since the time they 
were put on these rancherias assumed more responsibility than it has? 
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Mr. Ler. At the time these rancherias were purchased—and the 
period varies over a considerable period of time—the Indians were 
in various settlements adjacent to these lands generally speaking. 

The Federal Government did have an overall program for the In- 
dians in California. They had a number of agencies scattered up and 
down the State, and they were rendering direct services to the Indians. 
Many of the social services now taken over by the State were rendered 
by the Federal Government. 

I don’t believe there is anything in the record that indicates the 
Federal Government thought they were discharging their total re- 
sponsibility to the Indians at the time they purchased these rancherias 
for the Indians. I think the record would indicate that they were 
simply purchasing these lands as part of an overall rehabilitation 
program and that there was intention at the time to continue to render 
services. At least that has been the history. 

We have continued to render services. Then there was a gradual 
cutoff on these services some time after these people were settled on 
these particular areas. 

I think it is safe to say that the big decline in the social services that 
were rendered by the Bureau of Indian Affairs has come during the 
past 20 years. There has been a very substantial decline in those serv- 
ices in the past 6 or 8 years with which I am personally acquainted. 

For example, the State in many areas did not render welfare serv- 
ices to all of the Indians until about 3 years ago, I believe it was, when 
there was a suit in San Diego County which forced the county to 
render welfare services to Indians on the same basis they rendered 
them to all of the other county inhabitants. 

This decline in services by the Bureau has been a gradual thing. 
I think the answer to the main part of your question is “No,” the Fed- 
eral Government did not anticipate that this purchase would end their 
responsibility. In fact, the mere fact they kept the land in a trust 
status of some kind I think is the best indication there was no in- 
tention of that at the time. 

Mr. Asptnauu. I will resume my questioning later, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Suvrorp. Now would you explain for my benefit the difference 
between a rancheria boundary or the reservation? You mentioned 
the fact you have these various rancherias in California, some the 
size of a city lot and another one running into several thousands of 
acres, 

Does the Bureau distinguish between those various areas? Is every- 
thing in California rancherias ? 

Mr. Ler. This title of rancheria has grown up locally. It is a local 
ao erm which has been tied on to these purchased lands in 

California. 

We have similar lands in other areas. In Nevada, for example, we 
call them colonies. In some other areas we might call them reserva- 
tions. There is no particular rhyme or reason for distinguishing them 
inname. They could be called reservations. 

Mr. Suvrorp. It is not because of the size / 

Mr. Ler. No, sir; it has no relation to size. The reason is that some 
of these purchases were made from ranches which had existed in the 
area and they simply called them such and such a rancheria after they 


were purchased for terms of identification. It has no legal signifi- 
cance. 
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Mr. Sisk. That is a carryover from the Spanish idea. Rancheria 
isa general living area. 

Mr. Urr. It was first used by Father Serra. The Indians lived on 
the ranch and it was to distinguish it either from the mission which 
was established or the presidio which was established. The first one 
was just outside San Diego about 3 leagues removed from the mission 
and it was termed a rancheria. It was a name used by the Spanish 
padres betwen 1869 and 1880. 

Mr. SHurorp. You mentioned the fact some of these Indians were 
floaters, not using the term disrespectfully at all, and that the Federal 
Government came in and purchased lands and placed the Indians on 
the land. 

When did the Department start this purchase program and why? 

Mr. Ler. A lot of these were purchased back in 1908 and 1909 and 
1912 and along that period. There were later purchases. 

Mr. Suvrorp. Did those Indians have any rights or any lands which 
they bought ? 

Mr. Ler. The Indians claimed a substantial area of California, and 
there were some treaties negotiated with the Indians, 18 separate 
treaties as I recall it. Those treaties never were ratified, so I think 
the answer to your question would be that legally they did not have 

rights to claim particular acreages, certainly not the acreages we are 
talking about here. These were acreages purchased and set aside for 
the Indians to assist them. 

On some of the other reservation areas they were established by 
are ae order out of public domain. 

Mr. Suurorp. To all intents and purposes, the Indians for whom 
the Federal Government purchased the land had had their rights 
terminated. They were on their own, and then the Federal Govern- 
ment came in and bought land and placed them on it. Is that right? 

Mr. Ler. That is true in many places, Congressman. That is not 
confined to California or these particular areas we are talking about. 
The Federal Government did that in many places throughout the 
country. 

Mr. Harry. I presume these purchases were made back there in 
the early 1900’s under somewhat similar conditions as those reserva- 
tions purchased in Florida. Is that substantially right? The 
Brighton Reservation was purchased under some act of Congress. 

Mr. Lee. This was a little different situation. These were pur- 
chased under authority of the Congress. They were purchased, how- 
ever, specifically for the Indians as a settlement and rehabilitation 
measure. There have been various periods when the Federal Gov- 
ernment has stepped in and purchased lands with Federal funds to 
assist Indians. 

I would like to go back just a little bit on the history of these 
terminal bills and give you a rundown as to why we came in with 
these individual bills. 

Congressman Aspinall raised several questions on it and it would be 
helpful to give you a background on why these bills are before you. 

I mentioned earlier that the Bureau had been gradually cutting 
down on their services, turning more of the services over to the State 
and gradually getting out of all of the social services. 








CALIFORNIA INDIANS, 1957 69 


Someone made the point yesterday that back in 1946 one of the 
superintendents had indicated there was immediate need to terminate 
supervision. 

At the time I came into the Bureau in 1950 there was a big flurry 
in Congress at that time about California. In fact, the week I came 
into the Bureau the House Appropriations Committee and the House 
had just cut out all appropriations for the State of California for 
Indian work. 

They did it on the recommendation of a number of Indian people 
from southern California, with a non-Indian leader they had who 
appeared before the Appropriations Committee and indicated the 
Indians would get along fine if they kicked the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs out of California. 

The Indians didn’t want the Bureau, the Bureau is rendering Little, 
if any, service and they were a detriment to the Indians, and they 
didn’t want money appropriated and they wanted the Bureau gotten 
out of California. 

So the House simply eliminated all funds for the State of Cali- 
fornia from our appropriation. 

We scurried around and did some work w ith the people in the 
House and also on the Senate side and convinced the Congress that 
this would be pretty drastic so far as the Indians and so far as the 
State were concerned because we had all of this mixup on land titles; 
there was no way of telling who owned what. If you simply left 
it, actually the Federal Government still held title and this was no 
wav to terminate Federal supervision in California. 

Congress reconsidered the matter and did appropriate the money, 
but we were given pretty clear indication we should get busy and do 
something about getting out of California. 

We sent a team of several people to California. I might say one 
other word before that. We had had several recommendations before 
that to get out of California, but there had been no bill presented. 

As a result of this action of the House, though, we sent a team of 
people to California for the express purpose of discussing termina- 
tion with the Indians and working out a suitable termination pro- 
posal to present to the Congress. 

This team of people spent a good many months in California going 
from one end of the country to the next visiting all of the Indian 
reservations and people, discussing termination, assessing the prob- 
lem, and trying to figure out ways and means by which we could get 
the Bureau out of California without doing damage to the Indians 
and without leaving a big mess in terms of land titles for the State 
and the people there. 

I might say while this survey was going on in 1951 the State legis- 
lature memorialized on the subject indicating that they thought the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs should terminate their supervision there 
and put the Indians on the same basis as everyone else. 

By the spring of 1952 we had developed a statewide proposal which 
we had discussed thoroughly with the Indians and with State officials. 
We presented it to the Congress. This bill was introduced in April 
of 1952, I believe. It was introduced in the House by Congressman 
Toby Morris who was then subcommittee chairman of the Indian Af- 
fairs Subcommittee, H. R. 7490, and a companion bill was introduced 
by Congressman Norris Poulson, H. R. 7491. 
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On the Senate side Senators Anderson and Watkins introduced a 
bill that they jointly sponsored, S. 3005, which would accomplish 
termination on a statewide basis. 

This bill which was presented and introduced by the subcommittee 
chairmen in both of the Houses and by the senior minority member of 
the House committee, had been discussed with the Governor’s office. 
The Governor had given approval on it. 

He personally had discussed it with us and he sent a special repre- 
sentative to Washington to testify on that bill. 

The State testified favorably on it and we testified favorably on it. 
However, one of the attorneys for one of the Indian associations ap- 
peared before the committees and urged no action be taken and that 
a further study be given. 

It was late in the session and Congress took no further action. 

The next action that was taken is when 108 was passed, which stated 
that it was the sense of Congress that California was one of the groups 
ready for termination and requested the Bureau of Indian Affairs to 
come up with a bill by next January. 

We hurriedly called in our people from California and went over 
the previous proposal which had been developed and which had not 
been acted upon by the Congress. 

There were some modifications made. They took it back to the 
field and discussed it with as many Indians as they could. Time was 
short but they did get up and down the State, and I think gave most 
of the Indian groups a chance to participate in discussions. 

That bill was introduced in January, 8S. 2749 introduced by Senator 
Watkins on the Senate side and H. R. 7322 by Congressman Miller of 
this committee. 

I think many of you gentlemen remember the joint hearings held 
on those two bills. 

At those hearings there were many, many Indian representatives 
from California. Testimony ranged from one extreme to the other. 
We had witnesses who indicated they wanted no termination under 
any circumstances. You had another extreme who said they wanted 
termination immediately but this bill which provided for a 5-year 
termination period was just a scheme to keep the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs m business in California forever, and they opposed it on that 
basis. 

We did have some other groups who favored it. 

While the Congress was considering the proposal the State of Cali- 
fornia sent letters to the committee suggesting that no final action be 
taken on these proposals until the State could make a study of the 
siuaion. Mr. Bohn referred to that yesterday in his testimony before 
this committee. 

Mr. Aseorr. In that connection, Mr. Lee, do you recall whether any 
time was then indicated by the spokesman for the State of California 
as to what might be required before the State would be willing to see 
the legislation finally pass here ¢ 

Mr. Ler. I do not recall if there was a time indicated. I know the 
State immediately started in on the problem. The State sent a repre- 
sentative back here to discuss the problem with us very shortly after 
that action and they held several meetings in California immediately 
after that in which we participated. 
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Mr. Anporr. As I recall, Mr. Chairman, that was in about mid-May 
of 1954, which would be in the 2d session of the 83d Congress. Indi- 

ation at that time was that the final word would come from the State 
of California by mid-June of 1954. I believe Mr. Bohn yesterday did 
indicate some of the reasons why, when they got into the question, they 
determined it would be necessary to have an overall statewide study. 

Mr. Lee. I would like simply to agree with what Mr. Bohn said 
yesterday. The State did hold extensive hearings in the State of Cali- 
fornia. You have the published volume of their hearing. They were 
very, very active up and down the State. They invited our people to 
participate in all of their hearings. Our area director, Mr. Hill, 
attended all of the hearings they held. 

We have had numerous conversations with them since that time. 

Along about the time it was decided to take no further action on 
this second set of State bills, the Bureau decided that it would be use- 
less to have any further discussions with the Indians on a statewide 
basis. 

We have had a number of Indians pressing us for termination. 
They had discussed the problem with us. They were somewhat dis- 
appointed that the Congress had not taken action. We felt these 
groups, as well as many ‘other groups, should be accommodated, and 
we started negotiating ‘with the individual groups on some proposals 
to terminate those groups as separate units. 

Our people spent a good many months carrying out these negotia- 
tions with the Indians, discussing their particular problems, exactly 
what they needed in terms of assurances before a terminal program 
could be put into effect. The improvements needed to bring ate reser- 

vations up to what we considered at least a minimum standard were 
discussed, and we completed negotiations with some twenty-odd groups 
by last April. They requested us to present bills to the Congress at 
that time. This was a year ago April. 

We discussed the problem with the various Congressmen in whose 
districts these groups were located, Congressman Engle, Congressman 
Scudder, Congressman Moss, and Congressman Sisk. 

At that time it was suggested that ‘probably we should not try to 
introduce these bills in the dying days of the last Congress, and that 
it would be far better to make absolutely sure we had everything in 
order, that the Indians were all satisfied; and they suggested a little 
further study be given to the situation. 

In fact, I think most of the Congresmen wrote back out to their 
people and enclosed copies of the proposed bill that we had, and 
invited their comments. 

The Indians had a chance to study that. In the case of Mr. Sisk’s 
district I know they had met with him on numerous occasions and 
corresponded back and forth with him. These bills which were finally 
introduced and which are now before you are a result of those very 
extensive consultations. 

Since these bills have been introduced there have been a number 
of groups that have written to their onan and also to us 
indicating they wanted also to be considered. We have studied those 
additional groups and we have included them in our report. 

There are three that were not included in the formal reports we 
sent to you. We are prepared to give the background data and the 
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justifications on these additional three. We think they also should 
be added. 

I would like to submit those in a moment for the record so that 
they might be added. This would make a total of 36 different groups 

that would be included in these 4 bills. 

These 36 groups would include 1,258 people and approximately 
6,545 acres. 

The groups that are not mentioned in our report are the Lytton, 
Cloverdale and Big Valley rancherias. They are all in Congressman 
Scudder’s district in northern California. 

Along with that background information on these three groups I 
also would like to have included, at least for your files if not for the 
record, the resolutions which were passed by all of these groups 
endorsing this particular type of legislation. 

I would like to make these general comments before we get into 
some of the specifics. 

Certainly these bills are not perfect. They will not protect every- 
one in these 36 rancherias. They are not going to guarantee that all 
of the people are going to get to hang on to their land. There may 
even be some questions about equity arise under these plans. 

We think, however, that these are the best possible plans and the 
most equitable plans that can be worked out for these particular 
groups. 

Mr. Hater. If these three groups are included in some of the bills 
before us, how many additional groups will there be left in Cali- 
fornia ? 

Mr. Lez. Thirty-six out of 115. 

Mr. Hatey. One hundred and fifteen is the total ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Mr. Hatey. Then it would be 115 minus 36? 

Mr. Ler. That is right, sir. There would be 79 remaining groups. 

As I was saying, this bill is not perfect. We feel it is the best 
possible arrangement that can be worked out with these particular 
groups. 

e'We also feel that every additional year that goes by without a 
solution to this thing, the legal and equity problems will multiply. 
This problem would have been much simpler 5 years ago when we first 
started talking about termination to the Congress. It would certainly 
have been much easier shortly after the lands were purchased. It 
will not be easy to work out an equitable partitioning of these prop- 
erties now. 

On the other hand we feel we have to get started or we will have an 
absolutely impossible situation on our hands, and we feel that this 
proposal we have will do the job as well as any that we can expect. 

I started to mention a moment ago also that we cannot guarantee 
that 100 percent of the people will be protected. We have protective 
language in here. We think it will handle most of the cases. Cer- 
tainly we cannot guarantee that some of these people will not be im- 
provident with their property. Maybe some of them will dispose of it. 

It was indicated yesterday by one of the witnesses that maybe some 
of them would lose them by way of taxation. I hope this is not the 
case, but certainly it is possible that some of them might be lost that 
wa 

I would like to say a little more about taxation while on this subject. 
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In the original bill proposed in 1952 we discussed the taxation 
problem very thoroughly with the State of California. We discusseed 
it with the Governor himself. He and his staff agreed to a tax exemp- 
tion provision in that original bill. It was included in the bill in 1952. 

It would have provided some additional benefits to the Indians in the 
way of tax exemptions. 

yn the other hand, when the State bill was proposed as a result of 
resolution 108 in 1954 the State took a little different view on it. They 
felt the Indians should pay their taxes if they became free of Federal 
supervision. They felt the State procedures were ample to handle 
any problems. They were giving the people welfare service and they 
did not think they should be in a different category from other citizens. 

The 1954 bill that came up, therefore, did not include these tax 
exemption provisions. 

I think Mr. Bohn mentioned the tax problem yesterday. We cannot 
see any big problem on taxes. Certainly this will be an additional 
burden on the Indians but the taxes on most of these lands are not 
great, certainly not on these lands we are considering now. 

If there are some welfare cases involved in these groups, and there 
are, we think the welfare agencies will work out those problems with 
the individual Indians as they do with other residents of the State. 

We feel we have done about all we can in terms of talking about 
termination of the Indians in California. We feel this approach is 
workable. We have not closed our eyes on the statewide approach. 

We discussed with Mr. Bohn in the last few days their overall bill. 
We have made suggestions on that. The Bureau feels it has submitted 
its statewide approach on two different occasions. We do not intend 
to go back on that approach. We are perfectly willing to work with 
the State or with the Congress on a statewide approach. 

We feel certainly on these groups, now that we have negotiated these 
agreements with these Indians, that it would be disastrous to back up 
and not go through with these proposals. 

I do not think we can go back and talk with these Indians again. 
We have been to them already on three different occasions in the last 
5 years on different terminal bills. I do not think they would talk to 
us again on a different approach. We just do not feel that we can. 

I would like to make one comment on a question the committee 
raised, somewhat critically, of Mr. Bohn yesterday as to why the 
State had not submitted their proposals sooner. 

I think the State had completed their work, generally speaking, by 
the first of this year and were ready to proceed. They did not have 
our final comments on the State bill as they had revised it. We had 
commented on an earlier draft. When they asked us for our com- 
ments again we suggested informally to them that they hold off and 
not submit their bill to the Congress until after we could submit these 
bills and have the Congress consider these bills. We felt that, if the 
State proposal was thrown in at that time on a statewide basis, all the 
Indians in these 35 groups would become completely confused, and 
we would have chaos so far as these 35 groups was concerned. 

I think the Bureau is responsible for a delay on the part of the 
State for at least 5 or 6 months, or longer, on the submission of their 
State bill. We take full responsibility for that delay. 

That concludes my overall comments on the bill. I think it would 
be well to have a summary of the provisions of the bill, which Mr. 
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Sigler is prepared to make. We have submitted to you with our re- 
port, and with this latest insertion I made in the record, an analysis 
of all 4 bills and a complete factual statement on each reservation. 

I think after Mr. Sigler completes his analysis of the provisions of 
the act, then if you want to get into details, financing, or any other 
detail on each of the rancherias, then we are prepared to go into detail 
with you. 

At that stage of the proceedings we would like to have Mr. Hill and 
Mr. Lowe participate in the hearings. 

So, if it is agreeable with you, Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Sigler 
should proceed and describe the bill. 

Mr. Hater. I hope Mr. Sigler or you will go into these costs which 
we discussed. 

Mr. Lez. We will be delighted to go into the costs. We have a sum- 
mary sheet here which I will be glad to submit for the record and to 
the committee. This summary sheet summarizes the costs we have in 
each of the detailed background sheets. 

I would like specifically to call to your attention that in our report 
we indicate that the total cost for the groups that were included in our 
reports was $222.000. That figure is the figure that we had on the 
rancherias which had come into the program at the time we cleared 
our report with the Bureau of the Budget. 

Since that time a substantial number have come into the program 
and that total cost now is $434,875. 

I will submit for the record the summary statement giving a de- 
tailed breakdown as in each of our breakdown statements, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Ler. I think there are enough copies here for the members to 
take a look at. 

Mr. Hater. Without objection, this file on resolutions will be made 
a part of the files of the committee. 

Mr. Lee. I would like to make one other statement in regard to 
costs. We do not anticipate going up for a supplemental appropria- 
tion on these costs. We hope to absorb these costs in our appropria- 
tions that we have set up. We do not intend to go up for a supple- 
mental next year in case this bill is passed. 

A lot of this work that we have lished here is now being done under 
existing appropriations. Some of it has been completed by now. 
This is a general program that we think needs to be done before Fed- 
eral supervision is terminated. 

Mr. Haney. I think it would be well to make this—estimated costs 
to terminate Federal trusteeship on 36 rancherias in California, dated 
May 2, 1957—a nart of the record. (See p. 89.) 

Mr. Hauer. The gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. SHurorp. I would like to ask one question. I notice this 
$119,000 item for roads; if the bills do not pass, would that amount 
of money be spent on roads anyway ? 

Mr. Leg. It would be, eventually, Congressman. As I have indi- 
cated, these programs have been programed. We are going to pro- 
ceed on them as rapidly as we are able to get appropriations. If the 
bills are passed, I think there would be a speedup. We would prob- 


ably transfer money from one area to another, to complete the job. 
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I did indicate we would not go up for a supplemental appropriation. 

Mr. Suvrorp. If you absorb all of this cost that would not deprive 
other areas where work has already been scheduled, would it? 

Mr. Ler. No. I think we would try and work these out of our 
appropriations as they come along each fiscal year. 

Mr. Suvurorp. Thank you. 

Mr. Hatxy. Counsel, do you have a question ? 

Mr. Asporr. May I ask, Mr. Chairman, as a matter which I believe 
is collateral to the bill before the committee, but involving a number 
of the individuals involved, the status of the claim of the Indians of 
California and the judgment ? 

On August 14, 1929, in the United States Court of Claims, in docket 
No. C-344, the California Indians sought an award of $12,800,000. 
The Court of Claims, on October 5, 1942, awarded a net judgment of 
$5,024,847.34. That amount was appropriated for them by section 203 
of the First Deficiency Appropriation Act of 1945 (59 Stat. 77) 
at page 94. 

The committee will recall that by Public Law 391 of the 83d Con- 
gress, the last, or most recent, at least, of a series of bills providing 
for enrollment and establishment of a roll of California Indians was 
passed out of this committee, or rather, was enacted by the Congress. 

By the terms of that legislation, it was provided that the Secretary 
of the Interior have additional time fixed in that law until June 30, 
1955, to approve and promulgate the revised roll of the Indians of 
California, provided for in that act. 

Could you comment on the status of the funds, Mr. Lee, and/or 
the roll, or would you do that, Mr. Sigler? 

Mr. Lee. The roll was completed and the distribution was made. 
I am not sure. I do not have here the exact amount that remains 
in that fund. I am not sure Mr. Hill has it. If he does not, we will 
be glad to submit it for the record. 

Do you have that figure ? 

Mr. Huw. Just roughly, there was something like $1 million left, 
and $150 per capita was paid to the 36,000 people on the roll. Last 
year, or the year before last, Congress made $200,000 available for 
attorney expenses and prosecution of additional claims, and $100,000 
was made available to assist people with the housing program in San 
Diego County, which leaves in the neighborhood of $750,000 in the 
fund. Of course, that fund decreases some. 

Mr. Assorr. Can the committee assume, Mr. Hill, that the roll has 
been finally closed ? 

Mr. Hit, It has been completed in accordance with existing law. 
There has been some effort made to reopen the rolls to pick up some 
that were left off, for one reason or another. There was a bill intro- 
duced late last Congress to do that thing. I think there has been no 
further action on that. 

Mr. Assorr. What were the total number of Indians included ? 

Mr. Hitz. Well, I think the exact number was 36,092. 

Mr. Axsporr. I would like to ask, Mr. Chairman, if the Bureau 
would submit a summary of the disposition of the total funds, to indi- 


cate that portion of the funds that was expended for administering 
the distribution of the funds. 


Mr. Hatey. Would you supply that? 
Mr. Ler. We will be glad to supply that for the record. 
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(The information to be furnished follows :) 


Bureau of Indian Affairs—California Indians Judgment Fund Act of May 18,. 


1928 (ch. 624, 45 Stat. 602), status of as of June 30, 1957, based on allotments 





Attorneys’ fees—act of July 1, 1946, 60 Stat. 
$10,000 limit ____.____- MO OUCED 4s 22 oe as 10, 000. 00 
Attorney expenses—act of ae 4, 1955, 69 Stat. 450, 


14X7491 ! 14X7991 2 Total 
pO EE EE ee ee oe FS ee ee ee $6, 705, 721. 27 
Judgments __- , . $5, 024, 842. 34 
Litigation costs paid to State of 
California.----_--- Rg 27, 842. 50 
Net judgment ---_......-- 4, 996, 999, s4 
Allotments: ce te ek nr ee 
Per capita payments.__...__- 4, 038, _ 00 1, 371, 500. 00 5, 410, 280. 00 
Expenses of per capita payments. c snd ). 00 245, 344. 01 245, 394. 01 
Moving and relocating of houses—act of June 16, 
1955, 69 Stat. 141—limit $100,000___ =. 83, 550. 00 16, 450. 00 100, 000. 00 
| 





460—limit $200,000. 532. 86 72, 033. 26 95, 546. 12 
ii =<] 2. 86 | 1, 708, 827. 27 J 5, 861, 240. 1B 
Unallotted balance June 30, 1957. _. | 086.98 | 3,394.16 | 844, 481.14 


1 California Indians 4 percent judgment fund. 
2 Interest and accruals on interest, California Indians 4 percent fund (interest rate 4 percent). 


Mr. Sieter. Mr. Chairman, I can give you a brief summary of the 
bill. 

On this last point, I would like to indicate that the roll for the 
Indians of California, prepared in connection with that judgment 
which Mr. Abbott has mentioned, has nothing to do with the problem 
of the membership in these rancherias for purposes of a termination 
program. 

That roll was prepared for the one and only purpose of distributing 
the judgment fund. It is not a roll for any other purpose, and the 

36,000 people who are on that roll are there because of eligibility 
requirements that are spelled out in the law, and those eligibility 
requirements are completely independent of membership or residence 
in any particular Indian group. 

It includes many people who are not members of these groups on 
the 115 reservations that we are talking about. 

Mr. Assotrr. But Mr. Sigler, does that roll exclude any individuals 
who are involved in these bills? 

Mr. Srerer. I do not think you can say definitely. The prob- 
ability is no. The rules of eligibility for that roll are statutory 
rules. The rules for membership in these rancherias are controlled 
by the individual groups themselves. They could be different, but 
I think it is a fair assumption that, since there are 36,000 names 
on the statewide roll, that will include practically everybody that is 
on these rancheria rolls. 

Mr. Apsrorr. Was the statutory requirement not that it be the 
descendants of Indians living in California at a fixed date of 1848? 

Mr. Sieuer. That is my recollection. 

Mr. Asporr. But you are suggesting it would be possible that some- 
one not qualifying under the claims judgment roll might benefit from 
these acts? 
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Mr. Steier. That is right; because the membership rules for resi- 
dence on the rancherias and reservations are not the same rules that 
govern that membership roll for the State. 

All I am trying to indicate is that the two are completely unre- 
lated. Membership in these rancherias is a local matter, controlled 
by local membership customs primarily, and those customs are not 
in any way restricted or confined by the statutory eligibility rule for 
distributing the judgment fund. 

Mr. Asporr. So that when Congress defined California Indians in 
this series of acts, the latest of which I have made reference to, and 
these bills purport to deal with California Indians, you may, in fact, 
be dealing with individuals who do not qualify under the congres- 
sional definition of a California Indian? 

Mr. Sterer. It is quite possible. 

Mr. Aspsorr. And could you state how many of these 38 groups 
have current membership rolls, if any ? 

Mr. Assorr. The 36 rancherias ? 

Mr. Ansorr. Thirty-six; excuse me. 

Mr. SictEr. No. I cannot state. It is my understanding that few, 
if any of them, have a membership roll. That gets into the land 
problem. 

Mr. Sisk. Would counsel yield for a clarifying question, Mr. 
Chairman ¢ 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Speaking about these rolls, as I understand, these tribes 
er groups or bands or whatever you may designate them, are not 
enrolled by tribe or group or band. It is an overall enrollment and 
is it not a fact that actually you do not have knowledge of what par- 
ticular tribe or group a particular enrolled Indian belongs to from 
the enrollment itself? 

Is that correct? 

Mr. Sietxer. That is correct. The judgment roll for all of the In- 
cians in California is not broken down by tribes or groups. 

Mr. Stsk. That is the point I wanted to make. 

Mr. Sieter. It is anyone who happens to fall in that statutory defi- 
nition and the definition is not in terms of tribes or groups. I think 
you are quite right. 

When it comes to an individual rancheria, the members who live on 
that rancheria may or my not fit the definition that governs the judg- 
ment roll. 

On the question of the people who live on these rancherias, these 
lands were bought for the most part under a general statutory au- 
ihorization to acquire lands for the settlement of Indians in Califor- 
nia—any of them. The Secretary bought the lands, selected the In- 
cians who would be settled on those lands, and I should say that 
ordinarily he bought a small rancheria for the occupancy of Indians 
who were then residing somewhere in the locality, but the lands were 
not bought and are not held in trust for any particular Indian or 
group of Indians. 

In that sense, they are distinguishable from the lands that are held 
in trust for an Indian tribe, such as the Klamath Tribe, or the Me- 
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nominee Tribe. Those are, strictly speaking, trust lands, but these 
lands that we are speaking of here ure lands that are not held in trust 
for any particular group. 

They are lands ee for the purpose of settling Indians who 
happened to live in California, and the Secretary chooses the Indians 
who are to be settled on thos2 lands. 

By the same token, as the Indians migrate, are employed in seasonal 
labor, and move about, other Indians come in and those other Indians 
are settled there, either expressly or with the tacit consent of the 
Department. 

Mr. Berry. Will the gentleman yield there? 

Is it not true that some of these rancherias are allocated ? 

Mr. Sieter. No. 

Mr. Berry. You allocate acreages? 

Mr. Sieter. Yes. The term that we use is “assigned.” The ran- 
cherias or lots in the rancherias are assigned out for residence pur- 
poses to particular Indians, and most of those assignments are han- 
died on an informal basis. There were originally some assignment 
documents on file in the area office, but as time went on, and the 
occupants changed and moved about, in ms.ny instances there is no 
written assignment to the present occupant of the land. 

It is a matter that has been contrulled by the Indians themselves. 
They determine which newcomers are to be allowed to live on the 
rancheria, and if they have agreed to that resident, the Bureau has 
gone along and acquiesced, bvt in many instances, without any formal 
document, so that as a legal matter, technical matter, these are lands 
that are not held in trust for particular Indians, but they are lands 
cwned by the United States for the purpose of putting a changing 
group of Indians on those lands, as circumstances warrant. 

Mr. Suvurorp. Mr. Chairman, at that point may I ask a question? 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Shuford. 

Mr. Suurorp. Then these Indians that are living on the lands have 
no claim at all to the land ¢ 

Mr. Siexer. Technically speaking, Judge Shuford, that is right. 
They have no title to the land, either equitable or legal. 

Mr. Suurorp. They are living on the land by sufferance. 

Mr. Sreter. That is right—sufferance expressly provided for by 
acts of Congress. 

Mr. Suvurorp. Permissive act of Congress. 

Mr. Sicier. Yes. 

Mr. Suvurorp. Congress permitted the Secretary to purchase the 
iand, and to permit certain Indians that he designated to live on the 
land. 

Mr. Steter. That is right. 

Mr. Suurorp. Has the Bureau had any supervision at all over those 
Indians that were living on these rancherias ? 

Mr. Sicter. Supervision in regard to the assignment of the land? 

Mr. Suurorp. Assignment of the land. 

Mr. Sieter. Yes. Originally, of course, the Bureau assigned the 
land to the individuals who came there. However, the Bureau has 
acquiesced in the general principle that the Indian group assigned to 
live there may control additions to that group, just as any tribe nor- 
mally has the right to control its membership, so that if the group of 
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people assigned to live on a rancheria want to admit newcomers, the 
Bureau has acquiesced in that rule. ; 

Mr. Suurorp. There are no papers or articles given to permit them 
to live on the rancheria ? 

Mr. Sicier. There are some assignment papers. 

Mr. Suvrorp. Approved by the Indian Bureau? 

Mr. Sicier. There are many assignment documents, but there are 
also many cases where there is no formal assignment. 

Mr. Suvurorp. Did the assignee have to be an Indian? 

Mr. Steuer. Yes. 

Mr. Suvrorp. Does the Bureau know now whether the assignees 
living on these rancherias are Indians? 

Mr. Sicter. The assignees are Indians. 

Mr. Suvrorp. That is, so far as the Bureau knows? How about on 
the informal assignments ? 

Mr. Sicier. We have kept generally current with the people who 
are living there, and these particular rancherias, the area staff has 
visited and actually discussed the way in which these rancherias are 
to be divided up among the oceupants so that we know they are the 
Indian occupants who are living there. 

Mr. Suvurorp. If one moves off a rancheria, and someone else moves 
in, what are the rights of the man that moved off? Does he have any 
interest at all in the land ? 

Mr. Siever. Technically speaking, no, and I answered you a mo- 
ment ago by saying that people who are living there now also have no 
legal rights to the land. They can be ousted if the Secretary should 
ever dare do it, so that in terms of rights, no one, no Indians, have any 
rights to stay on that land, and it is the custom that when an Indian 
leaves the land, he has ceased to have any connection with that 
rancheria. 

Judge Shuford, I bring this up. It is a controversial and technical 
point, but I do it for one purpose, and that is to indicate that the 
legal title to these rancherias is not the same, or in the same status, as 
the ordinary trust title for Indian lands. 

Mr. SHurorp. In the northen part of the State there are several 
thousand acres of land. Is that held by the Department in trust? 

Mr. Stcrer. For the large reservations? 

Mr. Sucrorp. Yes. 

Mr. Steier. Yes. Those are usually trust titles. 

Mr. Suvurorp. How many rancherias do you have in the State of 
California in the status that you have just described? That is, where 
the Federal Government owns the land, not in trust ? 

Mr. Sicuer. I am informed it is about 75. 

Mr. Suvurorp. How many trust properties do you have ? 

Mr. Steuer. It would be the difference between 75 and 115—40. 

Mr. Suurorp. What is your acreage on your rancherias ¢ 

Mr. Stcier. The total number ? 

Mr. Suurorp. Yes. 

Mr. Srextrr. I do not have that figure, Judge Shuford. We will be 
glad to give it to you. 

Mr. Srrurorp. I would like to know that. 

Do you have the total number of acres on the 40 trust properties ? 

Mr. Si1cieEr. We will be glad to supply that. 

Mr. Suurorp. I would like that for the record. 
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(The information to be furnished follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 8, 1957 
Hon. JAMEs A. HALEY, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Harry: At the hearings on the rancheria bills held on May 3, vour 
subcommittee requested information on the title status of Indian-occupied lands 
in the State of California. 

On 64 rancherias and/or reservations in California located in 27 counties, 
generally in the northern part of the State, there are 16,427 acres of land with 
title in the name of the United States. A total of approximately 1,853 peonle 
are living on this Government land. 

In addition, the United States is holding in trust for individuals, bands, 
groups, or tribes some 469,039 acres at 66 locations, generally in the southeru 
half of the State. There are 4,837 people living on this land in 22 counties. 

In 10 counties at 13 locations, there are both United States lands and lands 
held in trust. In other words, on 13 rancherias and/or reservations there are 
3,068 acres of trust land adjoining the 2,132 acres of United States lands being 
used by the Indians under the same arrangement; i. e., individual assignments. 

The total acreage of land that will be affected when trusteeship is termi- 
nated is 485,466. Approximately 6,690 people are presently living on these acres. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. Rex Ler, Associate Commissioner. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Suurorp. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Following through the judge’s question, in one ot 
the rancherias that is involved here, there is no one living on the Jand, 

according to the information that we have. 

There was one family that did live on the land. There are 36 acres 
in it. What is going to be done with that land? 

Mr. Sieter. Mr. Aspinall, our report on the bill, Mr. Engle’s bill, 
the case of Indian ranch 

Mr. Asprnaty. This is Mark West. 

Mr. Ler. We have Mr. Lowe here, Mr. Aspinall, who has worked 
on these particular rancherias. I think he would be best qualified to 
answer that question. 

Mr. Asprnati. This is a general question. This has nothing to do 
with the particular question. You state these are mostly informal 
assignments, and yet you come up with an expenditure of so much 
money as to so many Indians on a rancheria, or on sO many acres. 

I want to know who isto get the value ofthat. Are all these Indians 
generally going to get the value, or is there one family, or are the heirs 
of the person who owns it, or is somebody going to be put on the 
rancheria who has never been on it before?’ What is your program ? 

Mr. Stcter. The program, Mr. Aspinall, is that in the case of a 
rancheria which has no occupant—the only one I am aware of is 
Indian Ranch. We are proposing a special section to go in the bill 
to sell that ranch, and pay the proceeds to the members of the family 
that formerly lived on the ranch but who have now moved away. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Just what right do they have to those proceeds? 
What is the fundamental right back of it? 

Mr. Stcter. There is no “fundamental right. The justification - 
it, in our judgment, is that the ranch was bought and occupied for : 
number of years by this:one family, the George | Hanson family. T bey 
improved the land. They built a "house. They subjugated some of 
it, used and occupied it, and then finally moved away. 
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For all practical purposes, they were the only people who have any 
claim to the area, and we think that since they did improve it, the 
family members who are still living could justifiably be given the 
proceeds from the sale. 

Mr. Asprnatn. You mean an equitable claim ? 

Mr. Steter. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Thank you. 

Mr. Suvrorp. Just one question: I believe in 1952 certain rules 
were laid down to qualify a person as an Indian in the State of Cali- 
fornia. That is correct, is it not? 

Mr. Stcter. They were not defined at that early date. 

Mr. Suurorp. Was the act not passed in 1952? 

Mr. Srerer. I am not familiar with any act of that date. There 
is a later act. 

Mr. Suvrorp. There is a judgment that describes and designates 
who is an Indian. 

Mr. Stctrr. Yes. 

Mr. Suurorp. Now, when the Secretary bought these lands and put 
certain individuals on there, how did they know that they were 
Indians? 

Mr. Sicter. Judge Shuford, the statute you are referring to is a 
jurisdictional act that permitted the Indians of California, as defined 
in that act, to bring an action for damages against the United States, 
and that action for damages was predicated upon some unratified 
treaties—not legal obligations—and that is all the jurisdictional act 
was for—to define the Indians who might prosecute the claim under 
those unratified treaties. 

We have just recently completed the roll of those Indians. Now, 
then, in the intervening period, back in the early 1900’s, the Govern- 
ment started this program of providing homes for the landless In- 
dians living throughout the State, and it was a matter of common 
knowledge who they were. 

Mr. Suurorp. What rule did you adopt to put these Indians on 
the rancherias ? 

Mr. Stetrer. There were no rules. 

Mr. Suvrorp. Did you know they were Indians? 

Mr. Sterrr. Yes. As I say, it is common knowledge about a group 
of people who are Indians living in a locality. 

Mr. Swurorp. What if one claimed he was an Indian and his 
neighbor said he was an Indian. Would he have a right to go on 
this land ? 

Mr. Statrr. Not a right. 

Mr. Srvrorp. The Secretary could put him on the land ? 

Mr. Storer. Yes. 

Mr. Sruvurorp. He did not necessarily have to be an Indian, but if 
he claimed he was? 

Mr. Sicter. The Secretary had to be satisfied that he was an Indian. 

Mr. Suurorp. He had to be satisfied ? 

Mr. Steter. Yes. 

Mr. Stsx. Will you yield ? 

Mr. Suvrorp. Yes. 

Mr. Stsx. I might say to the gentleman from North Carolina that 
Mr. Sigler clarified the point I wanted to make about this 1952 statute 
you referred to. It was actually not a statute of 1952. The only 
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thing was that an Indian, in order to live on these rancherias, had 
to prove he could trace his descendency back to 1852 as an Indian 
in the State of California. 

Mr. Steter. That is right. That enrollment was in recent years. 

Mr. Suurorp. These Indians you put on the rancherias did not have 
to go through this procedure ? 

Mr. Sieter. Not at all. 

Mr. SuurorpD. The act does not go that far back? 

Mr. Sicter. That is right. I wanted to make the point of the re- 
lationship between the judgment roll and these rancherias, because 
the two are not the same. 

Mr. Suvurorp. Looking through the State interim report of Cali- 
fornia, I have run across one rancheria, the Ruffy, I believe they 
called it. 

Mr. Ruffy had three in his family, I believe, and his family at the 
time the rancherias were established were the only individuals 
interested. He was given 440 acres. It has not been occupied in 
30 years. He did live on an adjoining tract of land. If you find a 
case like that, to whom would you give the land, or give the money ? 

Mr. Stcier. I suspect that is not 1 of these 36 rancherias. 

Mr. Suurorp. I do not expect it is. I happened to see it. It is a 
case very similar to the one we are considering here. 

Mr. Sieier. My answer would be that we would have to look at 
all of the circumstances and see whether it is fair to give the money 
to anybody, or perhaps let it come back to the United States. It would 
depend upon the circumstances. 

Mr. Suurorp. The system of giving the money now that is pro- 
posed under these bills is practically the same as the system used 
when you put the ones who claimed they were Indians on the ranch- 
eria in the original instance, is it not? 

Mr. Stater. Yes: quite the same. 

Mr. Suurorp. |‘ is guesswork as to whom you are going to give the 
money to! 

Mr. Sieter. No. That is erroneous impression, Judge Shuford. 
These rancherias are mostly occupied, all except one, I think. They 
are homesites where the Indians live. This plan that you have be- 
fore you is to divide up those homesites and give the Indians legal 
title to the places where they are now living. 

Mr. Suurorp. But they have absolutely no claim to it now what- 
soever, do they ? 

Mr. Steter. Only an equitable claim. 

Mr. Suurorp. Just by sufferance of the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Sicter. That is right. But when the Federal Government 
bought the land, put the Indians on it, the Indians built their homes 
on that land; they have improved it and are living there. It was 
understood that they were to live there forever—that is, there was no 
intention that the Government would ever call them squatters and 
kick them off. 

The land was bought for the Indians. It was intended to be given 
to the Indians, so all this bill provides for is a procedure for com- 
pleting that process by giving the Indians the title to the lands where 
they live, so that they can go ahead and improve the lands—get loans, 
build better homes. 
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Mr. Suurorpv. Has the Bureau worked out a formula for giving 
this land back to the Indians, or those who claim it? 

Mr. Sieter. A formula in this sense: We have discussed the par- 
ticular circumstances in each rancheria with the Indians who are 
living there, and have reached an agreement with them on what 
would be the fair way of dividing up the rancheria among the 
residents. 

It is done in that cooperative way. It is a plan worked out with 
the Indians and one which they regard as fair and one which we 
regard as fair. That is not a formula i in the sense of the set of rules 
which you can apply. It is a matter of negotiations with each grou 

Mr. Suurorp. Do you not think it would be better to have a defi- 
nite formula for these rancherias, instead of negotiating in the future 
for some extended time? 

Mr. Steter. If it were possible to devise a formula, we would say 
yes, but we have been unable to find a formula that would fit these 
many varied circumstances, and still be fair. 

That gets me to the point I started out to emphasize. That these 
are not lands to which the Indians have a legal title. This is a mat- 
ter of fairness in dividing up those lands among the people who have 
for years been using them. That means looking at the facts of the 
particular circumstances. 

Just as one very minor illustration, take the case of an Indian who 
married a Mexican. The Indian has died. They have children of 
mixed blood. The children are still living there and the Mexican 
parent is still living there. 

The normal rules that you w ould apply would say assign only to the 
Indians. In that case you are going to rule out the Mexican’ parent 
of those Indian children, and I do not know that that would be fair in 
all circumstances. 

The Indian children are living there with their Mexican mother. 
You do not want to just kick them out and make them welfare cases, 
put them on the hands of the county. That is their home. They 
have been living there. 

I indicate that to show the difficulty of getting up a set of rules that 
says you will allot or assign these lands to Indians who are enrolled. 
We do not have a roll in this case. 

There is no membership. There is no group that you can say is a 
tribe. It is just individual Indians who are living there, so that it 
is not a question of devising a membership roll, according to a for- 
mula, but it is a matter of looking at the case as a matter of equity 
and seeing who is living there and whether it is fair to divide the 
land ~ among those people. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Siu rorp. Yes. I yield. 

Mr. Harry. We will proceed to consideration of H. R. 6692 at this 
time. 

(Whereupon, at 11:30 a. m. the subcommittee proceeded to further 
business. ) 
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THURSDAY, JUNE 6, 1957 


Hovst or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SvuscoMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS OF THE 
Committee ON InTEeRIOR AND INsuLAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m., in room 1824, 
New House Office Building, Hon. James A. Haley (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Hatey. We will continue our hearing on the four bills intro- 
duecd by our colleagues, Mr. Scudder, Mr. Moss, Mr. Sisk, and Mr. 
Engle. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, as I recall at our last meeting, the De- 
partment had just started its testimony and I wonder if that is correct 
or not. 

Mr. Lee. We had given a good share of our testimony and I think 
Mr. Sigler was about ready to give you a list of suggested amendments 
on the three bills at the time the hearing was concluded. 

Mr. Sisk. I would like—subject, of course, to the will of the chair- 
man—to see if we could finish with the Department on these bills. 
I have only one of the four bills and Mr. Engle, Mr. Scudder, and 
Mr. Moss have bills along with me, all covering different rancherias, 
but all similar in content. 


Mr. Hatey. Suppose we hear the Department witnesses and get that 
out of the way first? 


STATEMENT OF LEWIS SIGLER, SOLICITOR’S OFFICE, DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Sicter. Mr. Chairman, I am not completely clear where I left 
off last time, but perhaps this will serve as a starting point. 

The 4 bills before you—4 rancherias bills—are substantially the 
same although there are a few sections in some not in others because 
of the particular rancherias concerned. However, I think it is a fair 
statement to say that the general pattern and the substance of the bills 
is the same; that is, except for the list of rancherias in each case. 

The rancherias are those in the district of the Congressman who 
introduced the bill. 

In our written reports on the four bills we have suggested amend- 
ments and in addition to those amendments that are in our written 
reports, I have a few other amendments the need for which has 
arisen after we wrote the reports. 


I would like to be sure that those additional amendments are before 
you. 


. 
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The first amendment relates to Congressman Scudder’s bill which 
is H. R. 2576. The first amendment to that bill is designed to add 
three more rancherias that have asked to be included. I have here, 
and will present in a moment, the resolutions and ene data for 
those three. The specific amendment would be on page 1, line 9, 
after “Table Bluff” insert “Lytton, Clover Dale, and Big Valley”. 

One of those rancherias has a constitution and charter and for that 
reason, on page 6, line 11, after “Community” insert “* * * and the 
Big Valley Band ‘of Pomo Indians of the Big Valley Rancheria”. 

All that does is to add that rancheria to the other one that is 
ramed there. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, could I ask Mr. Sigler a question ? 

Mr. Hater. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. With reference to Mr. Scudder’s bill, you are adding, 
as I understand it, three rancherias in addition to five that you pro- 
pose to add in this report ? 

Mr. Sicter. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. So that actually in addition to what is now included in 
the bill, there will be eight rancherias added to the list in the present 
bill: is that correct? 

Mr. Steier. That is right. 

I did not read the amendments that are proposed in our written 
report. I was reading only the additional amendments that have 
arisen since that report was written. Our written report would add 5 
and my 4 eee statement would add 3 more. 

Mr. Sisk. That was the point I simply wanted to make clear, how 
many we actually were adding to the number already in the bill. 

That is all. 

Mr. Steter. My next amendment relates to all four of the bills. 

This is an error in our written report. Our written report pro- 
poses an amendment to section 4 of each of the bills. That isa section 
that relates to water rights. Our proposed amendment was worked 
out in considerable detail and after lengthy discussions in the De- 
partment and also with representative of the Justice Department, the 
Bureau of the Budget. Our report is in error because we offer what 
looks to be a complete substitute for section 4. It is intended to be 
only a substitute for the first two sentences of section 4 which means 
you would keep the third sentence in the printed bill. That com- 
ment applies to all four bills, since the section is identical in all four 
bills. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, in order to completely keep straight on 
this—I am now looking at bill 2838, which happens to be the Dill of 
which I am the author—your proposed amendment would strike all of 
section 4 down to line 3, page 5, and would leave in there the last 
sentence starting with the word “during”; is that correct ? 

Mr. Sterer. That is correct. Our proposed amendment in our 
written report starts out—I am looking at a different bill—on a cer- 
tain page and line, and says that the section should be revised to read 
as follows—that should say, “the first two sentences of Section 4 
should be revised to read as follows:”. 

The third point I want to call to your attention is one that was dis- 
cussed at the last hearing. In section 7 of two of the bills—Mr. 

<ngle’s and Mr. Sisk’ s—there is language that does not appear in the 
other two bills. That language th: at appears in the two is designed 
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to prevent a complete termination but to keep the Indians eligible for 
some further Federal services. You may recall that that provoked 
considerable discussion at your last committee meeting and there was 
some concern expressed about the wisdom of having these bills enacted 
without making it clear that the bills are, in fact, a termimation 
arrangement. 

If the committee wishes to consider language that would make that 
point clear, my suggestion is that in Congressman Sisk’s bill, which is 
9838, on page 5, line 25, section 7, would be stopped with the word 
“California” and the rest of the section would be stricken. It is the 
rest of the section that provides some continuing Federal services. 

Mr. Berry. Mr. Chairman, where does that apply? 

Mr. Sterer. Which number? 

Mr. Berry. 2576, the Scudder bill. 

Mr. Sicier. That language is not in Mr. Scudder’s bill. The lan- 
guage I am talking about is in the Engle bill and the Sisk bill. It is 
not in the other two. What I am saying is that, in my judgment, all 
four bills should be the same on this point. Either you should put 
the language now in Mr. Sisk’s and Mr. Engle’s bills not in the other 
two, or else it should come out of the first two. 

What I was reminding the committee is that there was some dis- 
cussion before about the desirability of taking that language out and 
adding new language which would make it clear that these are in fact 
termination bills. If you wish to have that language drafted, I have 
some already drafted that I might submit for your consideration. It 
could be in the form of a new section added at the end of the bill. 

Would you care for me to read it, Mr. Chairman ? 

Do you want me to leave it with you? 

Mr. Asptnaty. Mr. Chairman, I shall offer the amendment at the 
proper time. 

Mr. Hatey. Go ahead. 

Mr. Steter. Very well. I believe that those are the only amend- 
ments that we have to offer that are not contained in our written 
report on the bill. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. Chairman, I do have a question. 

Each one of these bills is an open-ended appropriation authoriza- 
tion. Is it possible for the Department to advise us of the extent of 
the appropriation in each instance? 

Mr. Lex. Did you say each instance? Did you mean each bill? 

Mr. Asprnauw. Each bill. 

Mr. Ler. I do not believe that we have a total by each bill. We 
have that on each rancheria, a maximum anticipated expenditure. I 
would like to give a general statement on the expenditures. We have 
listed here for each rancheria a background statement, an overall 
statement of expenditures, broken down by the various categories. 
[ would like to explain them briefly since there was considerable dis- 
cussion last time as to how that was arrived at. 

When our people discussed this approach with each one of these 
rancherias, they requested that certain improvements be made in their 
rancherias before the Government terminated their supervision. Our 
people drew up tentative programs. Those programs included such 
things as road improvements, improvements to irrigation systems, soil 
conservation and so on. Our people have not made any firm com- 
mitments on those expenditures. We insisted, however, that they give 
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us an estimate, before we came before the Bureau of the Budget and 
the Congress, on what they thought the maximum cost would be. 
These are the figures that you have here. They are still not final 
figures. They are subject to further consideration when the plans 
are drawn up with the individual groups and before the group votes 
on the plans. 

I might say that some of the expenditures, or a good share of the 
expenditures are expenditures that. are now programed under our 
general program. We havea general program in California to try to 
bring up to standard the necessary roads on Indian reservations to 
that of county standards so that they might be turned over to the 
counties. These estimates include that type of work. They include 
what we consider to be a minimum amount of work on their irriga- 
tion, or their domestic water systems, and other expenditures that are 
listed here. They also include survey and program costs. 

I might say that on both the program and the legal costs that we 
have in here, those were lump estimates for all of the rancherias since 
we insisted on a breakdown of rancherias and they were arbitrarily 
assigned to each rancheria. That does not mean that that will be the 
amount of money spent. It is true, as you stated, Mr. Aspinall, this 
is an open-end authorization. It is the same type of authorization 
that we now have. 

I would like to make one other further observation. In terms of the 
estimated cost that we have, the cost per capita of the persons involved 
in these rancherias, that will be less than 2 years of the average per 
capita expense in California so we think it is a good investment in 
terms 

Mr. Asprnatt. May I say that I am not interested so much in the 
amount; as to how the figures were arrived at; or, how it figures out to 
rancherias; or, how it figures out to the Indians. But, what I am in- 
terested in is havinga vehicle that will not cause us any trouble on 
the floor. 

You say that you have this general legislation that does require you 
to carry on activities in these rancherias at the present time, but if 
we make these termination bills then we should be able to present. on 
the floor the approximate amounts, not to exceed such a sum, that it is 
going to take in order to do the job. 

That is all I have in mind, so if we could have a sum—if you do not 
have it with you, you could furnish it to the committee for our use 
when we write up the bill tomorrow—if we could have that sum, we 
could stand on it. When we go before the Rules Committee in the 
House we would then be in a much better position. 

Mr. Ler. I understand your problem and we will see if we can get 
those figures broken down for all 4 of the bills. We will supply you 
a summary sheet on all 4 for that purpose. 

Mr. Asprnatt. That information will be made a part of the record 
at this point, when it is received. 

You can get that in to us this afternoon or tomorrow morning. 

Mr. Ler. Very well. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 
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(The material requested follows :) 


Estimated costs to terminate Federal trusteeeship on 36 rancherias in 


California 
Alexander Valley__.__________ Si, foe trreveus Gn... $2, 400 
MD Grh LDR INS is SS 5, 900 | North Fork_...-..._..._.___. , 800 
Dip Maney sek i O. '700: 4 Vast ce eeancas 5, 300 
Big ¥ GU itsie ctcoincesunien Tin GOs: DAC I., wiith ccc iegilinniitneniitsinae 9, 000 
I I hii ih cia 0 Te BO hci atte eerndinn 17, 900 
EE Wi a Soceeiecteniinnst aeceed J, DOG EEC, WEE etic tcceteece 5, 200 
Gem Uren ca st 11, 000 | Quartz Valley____.__-___-_ 73, 825 
Chicken Ranch_..-.—_.__.___ 4'TOG) MOGMOS tics csc lt 5, 200 
ORIG iit clients citrdnnisiedishesians 5, 500 | Redwood Valley_____--_______ 16, 500 
a icincnncenactunchsaitsinte 15, 400 | RORMOSVIMG Ln cnccntenneendccas 3, 750 
COOH, SID a citsescnevenscctingroieioniant ye gh th RP Eee 10, 500 
ae Ve one foe 30, 400 | Smith River___.__._---__--_- 71, 100 
GQubeivinees.ceeladsisnwbltcs 8, 400 | Strawberry Valley___-----_-_-. 700 
Get ctcttcwetwuds deta 4,000 | Table Bluff._.._....-------... 3, 550 
IE ii thrrenicinvntaliiiapntetihe 41, 750 | Table Mountain__---_------_- 6, 700 
ES Pai gcetptcnidi ne aoe Gael F LPG BA 23, 900 
ee ore cad SGG0 Fe mee a sald 7, 000 
Mark Westucuc Tock dima 1, 300 __—- 
Montgomery Creek_-.......--- 2, 000 ET his dnhinccntiewitnteglntpccliio’ 434, 857 


Notre.—$119,000 of this amount is for roads. 


Mr. Asprnauu. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I have some concern over the proposed 
changes in section 7. I personally, and I am sure that Mr. Lee and 
Mr. Sigler understand my position having gone back there last year 
when we were more or less turned down by the Indians because they 
would not accept the proposed legislation tendered, but I am curious 
to know how strongly the Department feels about these changes in 
section 7. 

I know some members of this committee feel fairly strongly about 
it, but if that is one of the big concerns that the Indians out there are 
worried about, I would like to know the Department’s position. 
I am sure you know that it is a question of what effect this legislation 
will have on such California Indians and does this proposal intend 
to take them to the final step of termination ? 

Just for the record, you know the position that I find myself in be- 
cause of an agreement in general that I have had with my Indians. 

I would like to have you comment on what your feeling is about that. 

Mr. Ler. I would be glad to make a general comment on that. 

At the time we originally negotiated these proposed bills with the 
Indian groups, including the five groups in your district, we negotiated 
that on the basis that this would be a complete termination of Federal 
supervision. We arrived at complete agreement on the terms of the 
bills and the manner in which they would be carried out. At no time 
was there any thought that there would be a continuing service of any 
kind from the Bureau of Indian Affairs. After we had completed 
that agreement and the groups had passed resolutions supporting that 
type of agreement, the Indians in your district, for some reason or 
other, I am told, but I do not have the facts on it and I think you are 








90 CALIFORNIA INDIANS, 1957 


in a better position than I am to say, were given to understand by 
either other Indians, or Indian groups, or organizations, that they 
felt that they were foolish for completely severing their relations with 
the Federal Government because at that time there was a lot of talk 
about an industrialization program, a relocation program, a training 
program, and many other types of programs that had been discusse 

and commented on as being needed by all of the Indians in the country. 

It is my understanding, and again you can correct me on this, that 
the Indians in your group had a change of heart and they decided and 
so advised you, that they did not want complete termination. They 
would like this program of dividing up their assets and giving them 
title, and so on, giving them complete management, but they wanted 
to reserve the right that if at any time in the future some big, new 
program came along to assist. Indians, they would participate in that 
program. 

As I understand it, that was the basis on which they negotiated with 
you at a later date, and that is why you put this additional amendment 
m your bill. I do not believe those types of negotiations were carried 
on by any of the other groups. Our people have advised me within the 
last month that the Indians did all understand, with the exception of 
the Indians in your group, that this was a complete termination. © It 
seems to me that you are faced with this situation: The committee had 
some grievous questions or serious questions last time as to whether or 
not these programs should be nena out, whether you did have a com 
plete termination. These bills are permissive only. These groups do 
not have to accept the provisions of these bills unless they want to. 
This contemplates a negotiated settlement of the property and complete 
acceptance of that settlement before the bills go into effect. 

If the committee, as they seemed to indicate in the last hearing, insist 
that they not leave this wide open so that you can come back in after a 
land-purchase program, or any other type of general program is 
started at some future date in 5 or 50 years from now, then I think it 
would be preferable to leave your groups in so that if they decided, as 
they originally did, that they would like this land settlement and com- 
plete termination, it would be available to them. If they do not, they 
do not have to accept it. 

Our position is sumply that we have reported the bills as originally 
negotiated. They were open end and we considered them as termina- 
tion bills. If there is any fear on the part of the Congress that they 
are not termination, then this language will make it certain to the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Indians that there is no question 
about it being a termination bill. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I think that your statement—Mr. Lee’s 
statement—is completely in line with the facts. As you know, we have 
been working on this the past few years. 

Mr. Ler. That is right. 

Mr. Sisk. It was, and I think it still is, the understanding of the 
Indians in my area—the Indians represented by H. R. 2838—that they 


are being terminated so far as any further services by the Bureau of 


Indian Affairs is concerned and for all practical purposes. The feel- 
ing now that seems to exist among the Indians in my area, I think, is 

ossibly one that may be true of some of the other areas, and that 
is the idea that over a period of a great many years California In- 
dians have been dumped into a general group referred to as California 
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Indians and that, in most cases, they are helpless and landless Indians. 
From time to time there has been mention made and proposals made 
with reference to some type of measure to encompass all California 
Indians. | am speaking now of lumping them all into one group. 
There seems to be a fear on their part that possibly there still might 
be some type of either rehabilitation program or some other type of 
program which would include all so-called California Indians. 

They feel th: at if such a program should ever be put in that they 
hesitate to preclude themselves from any possibility of sharing in that 
by taking the initial step here. I am inclined to agree that we must 
have a determination made. We must either have termination or 
we do not have it. We cannot have something that is neither fish nor 
fowl. There are some questions in my own mind as to just how 
much I could accept without at least conferring with the Indians. 

As you state, they have the right to turn down ‘this legislation. 

Mr. Ler. I would like, Congressman, to urge very strongly that 
if these bills are passed with this termination provision in them, that 
you not exclude the five groups in your district because originally 
they did agree to complete termination. I think they were given some 
grandiose ‘Ideas on big programs out there that I cannot see coming 
about any time in the future. I think after they have had a chance to go 
over the program with us that they might be right back asking you 
to present another bill along the lines of these other bills. 

Since this is only permissive, I think you would adequately protect 
your groups by keeping them in, by talking with them about whether 
they wanted to proceed. 

Mr. Asprnauy. We stand adjourned until tomorrow morning at 10 


o'clock. 
(Thereupon, the hearing was adjourned at 12 noon. ) 
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FRIDAY, JUNE 7, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m., the Hon- 
orable James A. Haley (subcommittee chairman) presiding. 
Mr. Harry. When the committee adjourned yesterday it had under 
consideration H. R. 2576, by Mr. Scudder; H. R. 2824, by Mr. Moss; 
H. R. 2838, by Mr. Sisk; and H. R. 6364, by Mr. Engle. 


I note that our colleague, Mr. Scudder, is here. Do you have any 
comment ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. HUBERT B. SCUDDER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
vtill getting letters on this rancheria situation in California. 

Mr. Hatey. I might say that I am getting some too. 

Mr. Scupner. I have another rancheria that wants to be incorpo- 
rated, the Middletown Rancheria. They desire to be incorporated in 
the bill. 

However, I have a letter from one of the signers of one of the ranch- 
erias saying that they would object to my bill and that they desire the 
bill put in by our colleague, Mr. Sisk, so as to not terminate their 
obligations. 

As I understand the bill, and how the language got in it, I believe the 
chairman and Mr. Sisk introduced a like bill, but how the change 
in the language got in there I do not know. 

The bill that I introduced was exactly as sent to me by the Depart- 
ment. Now, if they accept the proposition made by the Department of 
the Interior, it does terminate their program. If they do not want to 
comply with the provisions of the law and terminate their rights, why, 
they do not have to. They are not forced to do it, as I understand it. 
Some of the gentlemen from the Bureau could give you a better under- 
standing because I assure you that I am not too familiar with the pro- 
visions of the act 

I went to the State legislature in California in 1925, and the Indian 
problem was the biggest problem we had before the legislature—tr ying 
to work out something for the protection and the satisfaction of the 
Indians. It has been ; going on ever since. Your committee is now 
in a position, I believe, “to do something to wind up this Indian affair 
and straighten them out. 
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I would like to see them be made citizens. I told them that if they 
were going to get out from under the control of the American Govern- 
ment “they would have to pay taxes and do other things that the 
American people do. I think most of the people are convinced now 
that that is what they should do, I have no pride of authorship in 
this bill. It can be handled by anyone on the committee. I do feel 
that we should try to terminate and solve this Indian problem that 
has been vexatious for so many years, and I believe it has kept the 
Indians disturbed. 

Mr. Harey. Does any member of the committee have a question? 

Mr. Asprnauu. I understand that you want each one of the bills 
~ a 

. Scupper. Anything that would be satisfactory to your com- 
sadtsa There seems to be a provision that was put in Mr. Sisk’s bill 
that was not a provision contained in the bill submitted by the Depart- 
ment. Is that correct? 

Mr. Sisk. I do want to make a comment when Mr. Scudder has 
finished with reference to this. 

Mr. Scupper. I have finished. Whatever your committee sees fit 
to do will be perfectly satisfactory to me. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, while my colleague, the gentleman from 
California is here, I would like to make this comment: The Depart- 
ment submitted a bill which, as I recall, had language that was iden- 
tical to all of these bills and the only difference in the bills submitted 
by Mr. Moss, Mr. Engle, Mr. Scudder, and myself was the names 
of the rancherias. Each bill had the names of the rancherias in the 
particular district. Because of certain discussions with the Indians 
in my particular area, we did add some language which I think is in 
section 7 of the bill. I think that it would be almost a necessity that 
all four of these bills have identical language. So it would be my 
suggestion certainly that the language in all four bills be identical 
except for the names of the rancherias, or that we have one complete 
new bill introduced including all the rancherias. That is up to the 
pleasure of the committee and whatever they desire to do. That is 
the thing that I hoped to work out this morning—language that will 
be satisfactory to the committee and satisfactory to the authors of all 
the bills. 

Mr. Mitirr. Have you looked over the amendment suggested by 
the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Sisk. I have those amendments before me here. I will say this. 
that because of the position taken by the Indians in my area, I would 
be forced to object to certain provisions of those suggested amend- 
ments. However, I realize that the committee desires that this legis- 
lation be termination legislation. The question came up at our lasi 
hearing that these bills were neither fish nor fowl; although we were 
talking about termination we did not specifically terminate. 

Mr. Murier. Do you feel that there should be some terminating 
provisions ? 

Mr. Sisk. I do. I think there should be. All of the conversations 
with Indians in my area were along the line of termination. They 
understood it to be termination. The desire for additional lan- 
guage which I included in H. R. 2838 was brought about by talk of 
a rehabilitation program in California for all Indians. Of course, 
naturally they were hesitant because of the fact that they were taking 
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the initiative, or the initial steps for termination that they might be 
precluded from sharing in one of these programs that might develop 
in the future and therefore desired some language which would give 
them the same rights as other California Indians. 

The fact of the case is this, that in the total of these four bills we 
are terminating some thirty-odd rancherias and actually there are 
115 or 117 rancherias. So we are terminating only one-third of the 
‘“ancherias in California by these bills. There are still a great num- 
ber of them that will not be terminated and will not be able to move 
under this legislation. 

Mr. Westianp. If I understand the gentleman correctly, he favors 
termination. Also, H. R. 2576 involves 11 rancherias, approximately 
455 people. 

Mr. Stsx. I believe now that the bill of my colleague from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Scudder, contains some 19 rancherias. There are some 
being added in addition to the ones in here. We now have agree- 
ments, as I understand it, from a number of other rancheras that 
would like to be included and the Department will propose amend- 
ments that will include them. 

Mr. WestLanp. And the gentleman wants termination ? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. 

Mr. Mitier. Why not include all California rancherias in an 
amendment ? 

Mr. Sisk. I would be glad to comment on that. 

Mr. Mixer. Let us do it for all if we are going to do it for one— 
all that are in a similar position. 

Mr. Sisk. I might say to the gentleman from Nebraska that that 
is one of the things that many of us have been concerned with—work- 
ing out an overall program to terminate the whole thing. We have 
run into some problems and some different types of problems up and 
down the State. There are varying sizes of rancherias, varying con- 
ditions of economics and varying conditions of competence, and so on, 
and we finally decided that we would have to start somewhere and 
so for the past 2 years, or more, I have been attempting to get termina- 
tion legislation for the group in my district in the hope we could set 
the pattern and then the others would fall in line. I am sure the 
gentleman from California, Mr. Scudder, has been working on the 
same thing. 

Mr. Scupper. Will the gentleman yield for an observation? 

I believe maybe we could amend this bill by providing a limited 
time in which they could take advantage of coming under the act: 
give them a permissive chance, within a limited time, to come in with- 
in the provisions of the act. If that could be written into the legis- 
lation, we might be able to close out the balance of them, because I 
think some of them are sitting back rather afraid of legislation they 
do not clearly understand. 

Mr. Sisk. I do not think there is any question but that there are a 
great many groups who do not want to take the initiative because they 
lack confidence and are very suspicious. If nothing bad happens to 
these people, they will be happy to go along, but they are not quite 
ready to take that step. 

Mr. Scupper. If we could develop that, I think it would solve the 
problem. 
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Mr. Hauey. Let me ask the gentleman from California this question. 
If we consolidate these four bills into a committee bill, would that 
be satisfactory ¢ 

Mr. Sisk. It would be satisfactory to me, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hatey. Would that not put us on the right track, so to speak, 
including, of course, the additional rancherias the gentleman from 
California, Mr. Scudder, was speaking about this morning. 

Mr. Sisk. I might say, Mr. Chairman, I have no pride of author- 
ship so far as that goes. The gentleman is here from California. 1 
might say Mr. Engel has a bill, and I would not want to speak for 
him or for the gentleman from California, Mr. Moss, but it would 
be my impression that would be the ideal way to proceed. 

Mr. Haury. Then in that case, could not the committee and the 
committee counsel and staff and the Department and the four gen- 
tlemen who have bills get. together here and see if we can work out 
a general bill rather than try to-take these up one by one. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Epmonpson. Has there been evidence presented that the In- 
cians are agreeable to all the individual bills, that there is no objection 
to any individual bill? 

Mr. Hatey. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Sisk. My particular bill deals with rancherias in my district, 
and I have unanimous consent for the bill which I have introduced. 
You understand my bill is different, so far as wording, from the bill 
of Mr. Scudder and from Mr. Moss’ bill. I would have to make some 
reservations if there were substantial changes in my bill, because of 
the agreement I have with the Indians in my area. But in general 
we have agreement all up and down the State with the Indians in- 
volved that they are agreeable to the bill. 

Mr. EpmMonpson. Of course, when you have a large number of tribes 
in 1 bill and 1 tribe objects, you have a blocking of the bill. 

Mr. WestLanp. Will the gentleman yield ¢ 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. 

Mr. Westianp. This involves only 500 or 600 people. That is the 
total size of these tribes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. The total number in all these tribes is 500 or 600? 

Mr. Westianp. Yes. We are not speaking of tribes of the size 
you have in the State of Oklahoma. 

Mr. Sisk. That istrue. These are small groups of Indians. 

Mr. Hater. The Chair was about to ask unanimous consent that 
we consider H. R. 2838 by Mr. Sisk and consider the bill as read and 
open for amendments at any point. 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hatey. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I move that section 1 of H. R. 2838 be amended to 
include the names of all the rancherias designated in H. R, 2824, H. R. 
6364, and H. R. 7758, as well as those rancherias named yesterday by 
the Department, which would be Lytton, Cloverdale, and Big Valley, 
and the one which Mr. Scudder named this morning, which is 
Middletown. 

Mr. Westianp. Will the gentleman from Colorado yield ? 

Mr. Asprnauu. Yes. 
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Mr. WestTLAnp. Did the gentleman name H. R. 2576? 

Mr. Asprnat. We are consideri ing H. R. 2838, and my motien was 
that section 1 of H. R. 2838 be amended to include the names of all 
the rancherias designated in H. R. 2824, H. R. 6364, H. R. 7758, and 
H. R. 2576, yes. 

Mr. Hatey. You have heard the motion of the gentleman from 
Colorado. Any discussion ? 

All in favor say “Aye.” 

All opposed, “No.” 

Unanimously carried. 

Mr. AsprnaLi. Now, Mr. Chairman, I move that all of the amend- 
ments proposed by the Department in their report under date of 
April 17 on each one of these bills, with the exception of the amend- 
ment having to do with the trust provision, as the same are pertinent 
to the master bill, be made a part of H. R. 2838. 

Mr. Harry. You have heard the motion by the gentleman from 
Colorado. Any discussion ? 

All in favor say “Aye.” 

All opposed, “No.” 

Carried. 

Mr. Aspinatu. I move that H. R. 2838 be amended on page 5, line 
25, as follows: After the word “California” strike the comma, insert 
a period, and strike the remainder of that paragraph. 

Mr. Hatey. Strike the remainder of the paragraph which is con- 
tinued on page 6 down through line 7, is that correct ? 

Mr. Asprnaui. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I wish to be heard on that amendment. 

Mr. Harry. The gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. Stsx. I would like first, if I might, to inquire of the gentleman 
from Colorado as to whether or not he proposes to offer the amend- 
ment in addition to that as set forth by the Department ? 

Mr. AsprnaLu. That is the gentleman’s purpose. 

Mr. Sisk. In other words, after this language has been stricken he 
wishes to add the termination provision ? 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Yes, and then I wish to offer a further amendment 
so that one rancheria alone cannot hold up the final termination of 
other rancherias 

Mr. Sisk. I might say this language in section 7 was included in 
addition to the bill as submitted by the Department as requested by 
the Indians in my district, and I am compelled, of course, to oppose 
the amendment of the gentleman from Colorado. I realize his desire 
for termination and I, too, am desirous that this be termination legisla- 
tion, but in view of my commitments to the Indians in my area, I shall 
have to be on record opposing this particular amendment. 

Mr. Epmonpson. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. Harry. The gentleman from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. Epwonpson. When you say permissive, do I understand that to 
mean an Indian family or head of a family could elect not to share 
in the distribution and to retain his status as a restricted Indian ? 

Mr. Asprnatit. What I mean is that those who are entitled to a 
particular rancheria who do not wish to receive the benefits under this 
bill and wish to remain in the status they are in have that right to do 
so. 
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Mr. Epmonpson. But you mean the majority decision would govern 
all? 

Mr. Aspinati. In that particular rancheria. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Then in each rancheria the majority vote would 
determine whether or not all the Indians would be terminated in that 
particular rancheria ? 

Mr. Asprnaxu. In that particular rancheria. 

Mr. Epmonpson. And if the majority voted against termination the 
plan would not go into effect ? 

Mr. AsprnaLu. That ismy idea. Mr. Lee can answer. 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Mr. Harry. Any further discussion ? 

You have heard the motion of the gentleman from Colorado. All 
in favor say “Aye.” 

All opposed, “No.” 

Mr. Sisk. No. 

Mr. Hatey. Let the record show that the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia opposes the amendment just adopted. 

Mr. Asprnaty. And I offer the following amendment : 

After line 11 on page 7 of H. R. 2838 insert the following section, 
section 11 subsection (a) : 

The plan for the distribution of the assets of a rancheria or reservation, when 
approved by the Secretary and by the Indians in a referendum vote as provided 
in subsection 2 (b) of this Act, shall be final, and the distribution of assets pur- 
suant to such plan shall not be the basis for any claim against the United States 
by an Indian who recives or is denied a part of the assets distributed. 


And subsection (b) as follows: 


After the assets of a rancheria or reservation have been distributed pursuant 
to this Act, the Indians who receive any part of such assets, and the members 
of their immediate families, shall not be entitled to any of the services performed 
by the United States for Indians because of their status as Indians, all statutes 
of the United States which affect Indians because of their status as Indians shall 
be inapplicable to them, and the laws of the several States shall apply to them 
in the same manner as they apply to other citizens or persons within their 
jurisdiction. Nothing in this Act, however, shall affect the status of such persons 
as citizens of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, this is in effect a termination provision, and I favor 
it only inasmuch as these particular Indians will have the right to 
determine by their own vote whether they wish to accept the benefits 
of this bill; and I think that with the evidence that has been offered 
to us, the benefits that are proposed, the fact the lands are being turned 
over to them in fee simple title, and the understanding they have had 
in all the deliberations about this particular legislation, that this is a 
fair and equitable way to approach the problem. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harry. The gentleman from California. 

Mr. Sisk. I wish to offer a substitute for the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Harry. You will be recognized for that purpose. 

Mr. Stsx. The substitute would read, after line 11 on page 7, insert 
section 11, and I might say, to save time, subsection (a) would be 
exactly as the subsection (a) in the amendment offered Z the gentle- 
man from Colorado. Subsecti tion (b) would read in this manner: 

After the assets of a rancheria or reservation have been distributed pursuant 
to this act, the laws of the several States shall apply to the Indians who receive 
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any part of such assets, and the members of their immediate families, in the same 
manner as they apply to other citizens or persons within their jurisdiction. 
Nothing in this act, however, shall affect the status of such persons as citizens 
of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, the reason for my offering this substitute, I feel it 
does not change in substance materially the new section as proposed by 
the gentleman 1 from Color: ado, but it does eliminate from that original 
amendment offered reference to some gratuity or to some service to 
California Indians by the Bureau of Indian Affairs which actually has 
never existed. The California Indians have been to a very substantial 
degree a neglected group of Indians. And that is no criticism, I might 
say, of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. It is because of the very fact 
that the California Indians were broken up into small groups up and 
down the State and were a landless group of Indians and are still toa 
substantial degree landless Indians. 

Some years ago there were small areas of these so-called rancherias 
purchased in which small bands were permitted to settle. But out- 
side of the trust status of the United States so far as the lands were 
concerned, that is, holding in trusteeship the land, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs has done very little and has not even been in a posi- 
tion to offer any particular service. So the reference “shall not be 
entitled to any of the services performed by the United States for 
Indians because of their status as Indians,” I think has no place in 
this section. As I say, I do not believe my substitute materially 
changes the effect whatsoever, but it does eliminate reference to some- 
thing that actually never existed. 

On that basis, Mr. Chairman, I would certainly hope that the com- 
mittee would support the substitute amendment which I have offered. 

Mr. Aspinatt. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sisk. I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Does the gentleman feel that his substitute is in 
reality a termination provision? There is nothing in subsection (a) 
in the amendment offered by myself that has anything to do with 
termination. That has only to do with any claims under the partic- 
ular act. The gentleman has so amended subsection (b) that there 
is no provision whatsoever that it is to have the effect of termination. 
The gentleman’s amendment goes only to the applicability of the 
State statutes, not to the Federal statutes, and has nothing whatso- 
ever, as a definite statement, that the Indians understand that by 
approval of the agreement which will be afforded them under this 
act that they are to be terminated from further services of the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Sisk. I would like to say to the gentleman from Colorado the 
bill itself, I think, in several instances spells out the fact that the 
lands are to be distributed in accordance with agreements to be 
worked out by the Bureau of Indian Affairs and title is to be passed 
to the Indians and for all practical purposes they are to be termi- 
nated. I cannot see where the language [ have substituted would in 
substance change the so-called provisions of termination, since the 
only thing I have proposed to do is to strike out the reference to 
services performed by the United States for Indians, because they 
have not performed those services in the past. 

Mr. Asprnauti. That may be true, maybe they have not performed 
them in the past, and maybe the State will not perform such services 
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and maybe the Federal Government will not perform such services 
in the future, but there should be something in this act so that the 
people affected by this act know definitely that by their acceptance 
of the benefits of this act they will not receive such services whether 
they received them in the past or not. 

Mr. Sisk. I cannot understand where the amendment the gentle- 
man from Colorado offers has any particular bearing upon ‘future 
benefits that may accrue any more than the substitute I have pro- 
posed. Maybe there is something that is not coming through to me 
in this. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sisx. I will be glad to yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Would the gentleman agree that the deletion of 
the words relating to the statutes of the United States is a material 
deletion in the amendment offered by the gentleman from Colorado? 
Your Janguage says the laws of the sever: al States shall apply to the 
Indians who receive any part of such assets, and makes no reference 
to the statutes of the United States, which are the Federal statutes. 
Would the gentleman agree that the statutes of the United States 
affecting Indians because of their status as Indians would also be a 
material part of the amendment of the gentleman from Colorado and 
deleted from the amendment of the gentleman from California ? 

Mr. Sisx. The point I had in mind in offering the substitute was to 
set forth in clear terms that they are accepting ‘the full responsibility 
as citizens and all laws of the State of California shall be applicable 
to them in the same manner as they apply to other citizens. There- 
fore, all laws of the United States would be applicable to them as 
citizens. 

Mr. Epmonpson. This is a reference to statutes of the United States 
which affect Indians because of their status as Indians. Is the gentle- 
man agreeable to terminating their status as Indians under statutes 
of the United States affecting Indians? That, it seems to me, is the 
material language in the termination section that is omitted in the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

I am not entirely unsympathetic with the gentleman’s position, and 
I wonder if the gentleman really wants complete termination of all 
benefits to Indians in connection with this legislation ? 

Mr. Sisk. Well, of course, the point I have been attempting to make, 
and in which I concur, I think, with the gentleman from Colorado, 
was to make it clearly understood that in the proposed legislation we 
are terminating—provided the Indians accept this legislation as set 
forth in the bill—that they are hereafter to receive such lands as will 
be given in fee simple and assume their full rights as citizens. Per- 
haps I am in error, but the only thing I objected to primarily in the 
proposed amendment by the gentleman from Colorado was this ref- 
erence to services performed by the United States, because of the fact 
there have never been any services of the kind I feel are referred to in 
this instance. To me it indicates some gratuitous service which they 
have never received. 

Mr. Asprnauu. If my colleagues will vield, they have been receiving 
services, of course. They have been receiving the benefit of the con- 
struction of sanitation facilities and other services which they will 
receive even if we do not. pass this bill because, as I understand the 
representatives of the Department in their presentations, many of 
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these moneys have already been spent which are being considered at 
the present time for improvement of these rancherias. 

Mr. Sisk. The things that are included in these bills to be spent by 
the Federal Government are to be done by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Asprnatu. They are being done. 

Mr. Sisk. No, they are not being done. They are being proposed 
to be done in this bill. There has been very little and in most cases 
no money spent for roads. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Does the gentleman mean none of these Indian 
children have had educational benefits from any of these bills? 

Mr. Sisk. Educational benefits for California’s Indian children 
have been practically nil. The State of California has permitted them 
to attend the schools of California, but so far as California Indians 
are concerned, they have received no benefits from the Federal Govern- 
ment. As I say, this is not in criticism of the Department of the 
Interior or the Bureau of Indian Affairs, but these Indians have not 
heretofore received any particular services. 

Mr. Epmonpson. This language does not state that they have. It 
merely states they shall not be entitled to any services performed by 
the United States for Indians because of their status as Indians. 1 
was personally trying to determine whether the gentleman really wants 
a complete termination or a partial termination. There might be some 
merit in wanting a partial termination, but I share the feeling of the 
gentleman from Colorado that it is doubtful the language of the 
gentleman from California effects a complete termination. I wonder 
if the gentleman wants to go all the way down the road or only 
part way ¢ 

Mr. Sisk. I assure the gentleman I want to go all the way down the 
road. I simply feel it is language that is unnecessary and uncalled 
for, and I would eliminate even the reference to it. All my proposed 
amendment does is eliminate a reference I do not think is necessary. 

Mr. Hairy. Any further discussion ¢ 

The question occurs on the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California to the amendment of the gentleman from Colorado. 

All in favor say, “Aye.” 

(Mr. Sisk voted “aye.”) 

Mr. Harry. Those opposed, “No.” 

The noes have it and it is so ordered. 

Now the question occurs on the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Allin favor say, “Aye.” 

Those opposed, “No.” 

The ayes have it and it is so ordered. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. Chairman, there is one other amendment. 

Mr. Hater. The gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. Asprnauu. That is, that the section now in the bill as section 11 
would be section 12, and would be amended so that the appropriation 
is the amount of money which the Department has suggested they 
would give to us, a definite sum. 

Mr. Sisk. I do not get the point. 

Mr. Asprnaui. It will be the amount of money which the Depart- 
ment, through the Bureau of Indian Affairs, said is necessary to 
implement this legislation. 

Mr. Harey. Off the record. 
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( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Hater. You have heard the motion by the gentleman from 
Colorado. Allin favor say, “Aye.” 

Opposed, “No.” 

It is so ordered. 

Mr. Asprnati. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to hear from Mr. 
Sigler relative to the wording that has to do with the establishment 
of any trust fund. 

Mr. Harry. The gentleman is recognized. 


STATEMENT OF LEWIS SIGLER, SOLICITOR’S OFFICE, DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Sicter. Mr. Chairman, my comment is merely one for the pur- 

ose of calling the committee’s attention to what they did on this 

anguage in the Klamath bill. I am referring now to our report on 
H. R. 2838, and the amendment involved is amendment No. 3. That 
is an amendment to the section of the bill which would permit the 
Secretary to protect the interests of minors and others who might need 
assistance by causing the appointment of judicial guardians or by such 
other means as he deems necessary. We have suggested an amendment 
that would add to that language the same language we offered for 
Klamath, which is to say that the other means he may deem necessary 
include the establishment of a private trust or the purchase of an- 
nuities. That is the language that we submitted to your subcommittee. 
Your subcommittee, when they reported the Klamath bill, added some 
provisos spelling out that persons the Secretary deems need assistance 
can go before a local court and have that issue determined by the 
court. 

My comment is merely to call your attention to the situation, and 
you may or may not want to add that same language that the com- 
mittee used for Klamath to this California bill. I suggest, for mat- 
ters of consistency, it should be done. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harry. Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnatu. There has been no mention of such an amendment 
in the amendments heretofore proposed by the Department. Is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Sierzr. No; that is not correct. Our amendment No. 3 on page 
2 of the report on H. R. 2838 proposes the amendment I have just in- 
dicated, and you excepted that amendment when you offered in blank 
all of the Department’s amendments. 

Mr. AsprnaLtu. That is what I wanted definitely understood. We 
adopted them all except this one. 

Mr. Hatey. Is that correct? 

Mr. Stcrter. That is correct; that is what I understood. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Asprnatu. May I state to the committee just what is involved. 
The Bureau of Indian Affairs has recommended an amendment, which 
is amendment No. 3, on page 6, line 14. May I read section 8 as it 
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appears in the bill so that you may know what we are talking about. 
Section 8 reads: 


Before conveying or distributing property pursuant to this act, the Secretary 
of the Interior shall protect the rights of individual Indians who are minors, 
non compos mentis, or in the opinion of the Secretary in need of assistance in 
conducting their affairs, by causing the appointment of guardians for such 
Indians in courts of competent jurisdiction, or by such other means as he may 
deem adequate. 


Now, the Bureau recommends that you would add to the provi- 
sion which I have just read the following language: 


without application from such Indians, including but not limited to the creation 
of a trust for such Indians’ property with a trustee selected by the Secretary, or 
the purchase by the Secretary of annuities for such Indians. 


Now, Mr. Sigler states that, instead of the amendment which they 
have suggested in their report, we should follow through with the 
proviso which was placed in the Klamath bill. 

Mr. Sicter. Mr. Aspinall, those provisos are in addition to the 
amendments we offered. 

Mr. Asprnatu. In addition? 

Mr. Sieuer. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnati. Then we would add to their suggestion the follow- 
ing language: 


Provided, however, That no Indian shall be declared to be in need of assistance 
in conducting his affairs unless the Secretary determines that such Indian does 
not have sufficient ability, knowledge, experience, and judgment to enable him 
to manage his business affairs, including the administration, use, investment, 
and disposition of any property turned over to such Indian and the income and 
proceeds therefrom, with such reasonable degree of prudence and wisdom as will 
be apt to prevent him from losing such property or the benefits thereof : Provided 
further, That any Indian determined by the Secretary to be in need of assistantce 
in conducting his affairs may within 90 days after receipt of written notice of 
such Secretarial determination, assert in any naturalization court for the area 
in which such Indian resides, that he does not need assistance in conducting 
his affairs, and the decision of such court shall be final with respect to the 
affected Indian’s conduct of his affairs. 


I wish to advise members of the committee that, so far as I am 
concerned, I am willing to stand with the original suggestion by the 
Sureau and accept the amendments which they proposed when they 
sent in their report and not go into the questions involved in the 
Klamath bill amendment. 

Mr. Utuman. You do, however, favor the amendments suggested ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. We have run into considerable opposition to this 
amendment in the Klamath bill, and I think the gentleman is aware 
of that. 

Mr. Asrrnaxt. I know that, and I also understand that the reason 
the Bureau has suggested that we consider the Klamath amendment, 
the amendment in the Klamath bill, is that we should follow a prece- 
dent; but there is no precedent established yet and that is why I think 
it has no place in this bill at this time. Therefore, I offer amendment 


No. 3 in the report from the Department on the Sisk bill, H. R. 
2838. 
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Mr. Uttman. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AsprINnau. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. It is my opinion that the language here offered by 
the gentleman would engender opposition similar to that which came 
from the gentleman from Pennsylvania and from others when we 
were considering the Klamath bill. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Well, it may and it may not. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Asprnauu. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. As I understand, the gentleman from Colorado has of- 
fered the amendment as proposed on page 2 of the report of the De- 
partment on H. R. 2838, but not including the proviso which he has 
read ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. That is right. 

Mr. Sisk. As far as I am concerned, I would be inclined to accept 
the amendment since the Department feels it is clarifying language 


and does not change the original intent or concept of section 8. Is 
that correct ? 


Mr. Sicier. Yes. 
Mr. Sisk. On that basis I would be willing to go along with 
that. 

Mr. Asprna. I move its adoption. 

Mr. Harry. You have heard the motion by the gentleman from 
Colorado. 

All in favor say “Aye.” 

Opposed, “No.” 

It is so ordered. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Chairman, I move that a new bill incorporating 
the new amendments be drafted by counsel and the staff, in coopera- 
tion with the Bureau, and that it be introduced by some sponsor and 
reported to the full committee for such action as the full committee 
may take. 

Mr. Harry. You have heard the motion of the gentleman from 
Colorado. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I simply wish to say this. I do not wish 
to oppose the motion of the gentleman from Colorado. I think it 
is fair, and I am hopeful the bill will be sent to the full committee. 
But I want to reserve the right to oppose this bill before the full com- 
mittee because of the situation that exists in California. I had 
hoped, if I could have stricken the one phrase in subsection (b) of 
section 11, we could have had acceptance, but I feel with that phrase 
in we will find substantial objection throughout the State. So, because 
of that, I will reserve the right to oppose, and if necessary ask that 
the bill be tabled, in full committee. 

Mr. Harry. The gentleman from California always has that privi- 
lege, of course, to oppose any bill in full committee or on the floor if 
he so desires. 

All in favor of the amendment offered by the gentleman from Colo- 
rado say “Aye.” 

Opposed, “No.” 

It is so ordered. 

Before we close, we have resolutions here from various rancherias 
which will be made a part of the files at this point. 
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Mr. Sisk. Could I make a comment on one further thing in refer- 
ence to this legislation ? 

Mr. Harry. The gentleman from California is recognized. 

Mr. Sisk. The ‘suggestion was made by my colleague Mr. Scudder— 
and I believe he is now out of the room—that it might be possible for 
counsel to draft some proviso or some additional section that would 
make it permissive for any other rancherias in California desiring to 
come under this legislation—that it might be possible to draw lan- 
guage in such a way as to permit them to qualify and to terminate, in 
view of the fact there are 70 or 80 yet in California that would not 
be affected. I do not know if that is possible or not. I bring that up 
to see if the committee or the chairman would care to explore into that 
and see if it is possible. I do not know if it is possible. 

Mr. Hatry. I think we all feel that if we could get some of the rest 
to come in on this basis that it would be desirable. That could be 
offered before the committee. 

Mr. AsrrInaLu. Not only that, but if Mr. Sisk has any language he 
can get together that would do what he apparently is desirous of doing, 
we can consider that in the full committee. 

Mr. Taytor. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Moss filed his statement with the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. Harey. Without objection, that will be added to the appro- 
priate place in the record. 

(The statement referred to can be found on p. 43.) 

Mr. Tayvor. There are two more points I would like to make. One 
is that in the preparation of this bill, would it be the committee's de- 
sire to have Mr. Sisk’s name on it or whose name / 

Mr. Aspinatt. I would suggest if Mr. Sisk does not wish to sponsor 
it perhaps the chairman would s sponsor it by request. 

Mr. Taytor. Second, do we have a decision on the printing of these 
hearings! If they are to be printed, we can get started on the galley 
proofs. 

Mr. Sisk. I think there would be some considerable interest in 
these hearings. I hesitate to ask that the expense of printing them 
be incurred, but due to the fact I think this could be a very important 
step, I think it would be worth while. 

Mr. Harry. I think it would be desirable to have the hearings 
printed. 

Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Harey. The committee is adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 11:50 a.m., on Friday, June 7, 1957, the hearing was 
adjourned. ) 

(Comnitrrer Nore.—Subsequently background data on the Robin- 
son Rancheria, Lake County, was received and is set forth below :) 


ROBINSON RANCHERIA, BACKGROUND DATA ON THE ROBINSON RANCHERIA, LAKE 
COUNTY 


History.—In 1909, 88 acres of land were purchased by the Government for 134 
homeless Pomo Indians living in the area at a cost of $6,600 to become known 
as the Robinson Rancheria. The acts of June 21, 1906 (31 Stat. 325-833), and 
April 30, 1908 (35 Stat. 70-76), made funds available “to purchase for the use 
of the Indians of the State of California * * * suitable tracts or parcels of land, 











106 CALIFORNIA INDIANS, 1957 


water, and water rights in the said State * * *.” The Indians on the rancheria 
are not organized under the Indian Reorganization Act. 

People.—Today, 45 people, consisting of 13 family groups, make their home on 
the rancheria. The children of school age attend public school at Lakeport. 
The Indians use the rancheria primarily as homesites. The group does not have 
a current approved roll. Welfare aid, when needed, is attained from the local 
State welfare agencies. 

Land,—The land is held in trust by the United States Government for the 
Indians in California. The people are occupying individual parcels under various 
informal assignments and the land is used primarily for rural homesites. Re- 
cently a road system was completed and agreements were made with Lake County 
to take over the roads. There is a lien of $3,500 against the land because of 
the installation of a water system. 

Sources of income.—Robinson Rancheria is used primarily for rural homesites. 
Family heads earn wages from agricultural work in the surrounding community. 

Bureau services.—The Bureau renders no services to this group because of 
their status as Indians. Realty services are extended because of the trust status 
of the land. 

Attitudes toward withdrawal of Federal trusteeship—The Indians on the 
Robinson Rancheria passed a resolution in May of 1957 requesting that the 
residents of the rancheria be given fee title to their lands and that their rancheria 
be surveyed in order that each assignee may have a legal description of his 
assignment. 

Estimated costs to effect withdrawal of Federal trusteeship.—As of May 1957, 
the funds estimated to be necessary to carry out the wishes of the group are as 
follows: 
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